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Preface

The purpose of this study was to examine the main US-
USSR nuclear arms negotiations that have been completed 1n
the last twenty years, with an emphasis on the Intermediate
Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty. Significant differences
between the INF Treaty and the two SALT treaties are also
detailed. The thesis looks at Soviet and US objectives for
the INF negotiations and whether they changed. Finally. it
analyzes what tlie two countries got out of the treaty.

The terms of the INF are a radical departure from
previous treat.es, and the prospect of more agreements 1n
the future appears likely. The arms control world is an
ever changing one, and one that should be watched closely 1in
the future.

I would sincerely thank my faculty advisor, Dr. Craig
Brandt. His patience and ability to ask the right questions
and keep me moving in the right direction made my job a lot
easier.

I would also like to thank my wife Jill for her
unwavering support and encouragement during my days and
nights 1n front of the computer.

Donald E. Wussler, Jr.
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AFIT/GSM/LSM/895-46
Abstract

The purpose of this study was to perform a detailed
analysis of the Intermediate Range Nuclear Forces (INF}
negotiations and treaty and compare them with the two
Strategic Arms Limitations Talks (SALT) negotiations and
treaties. The study had the following basic <hjectives:

{l1) Describe the SRLT and INF negotiation processes and the
contents of the 5ALT I and II and INF treaties. {2} Analyze
US and Soviet goals pursued and strategies used during the
INF negotiations. (3) Determine which geals were or were
not at*tained by both sides, and ascertain reasons for this.
(4) Delineate arms control progress since INF Treaty
ratification and current prospects for agreements.

The study found that while the two SALT treaties did

impose ceilings on the US and Soviet Union 1n certain areas

of strategic offensive weapons, they by no means curtailed

the strategic arms race between the two superpowers. Treaty
verification methods, wnile adequate, were criticized by
many in the U5 as being Loo lax.

The INF Treaty, however, will eliminate by 1991 all
medium range mlssiles in both countries’ 1nventories, a
total of over 2600 missiles. The two countries are

forbidden from ever redeploying these type missiles. In




__

addition, this treaty for the first time allows fur on-site
inspections of missile launch bases, construct.:on and
storage facilities to ensure compliance by both sides.

The US achieved the major goal of ridding Europe of the
Soviet 55-20 missile, an accurate, three warhead missile.
Only by deploying missiles of 1ts own was the U5 able to
make the USSR realize the seriousness of US resolve to
eliminate the 55-20. The US also had the unwavering supporr.
of the NATO ailiance in achieving this goal. However, wiih
INF gone, the European conventional forces imbalance looms
even larger, and the West 1s fighting to obtain asymmstric
conventional forces cuts.

The Soviets achieved their goal of ridding Europe of U3
Pershing II and Ground Launched Cruise Missiles (GLCM).
However, it paid the price of destroying ail 1ts medium
range missiles, something they never planned on when they
first began opposition to the NATC plan to deploy their own
missiles. General Secretary Gorbachev was willing to make
trhis sacrifice to promote peace with the West. His current
priority 1s internal reform, and to achieve this, ne neeas
to be able to divert resources from defense. He r.eeds good
reiations with the West to do this.

Other areas of arms control are 1in transition today.
Further study of arms control could focus on strategic arms

talks (START), short range nuclear forces (SNF) talks or

conventional forces negotiations.
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THE INTERMEDIATE RANGE NUCLEAR FUORCES (INF)
NEGOTIATIONS AND TREATY:
AN HISTORICAL CASE S5TUDY
1. Introduction
Seneral 1ssue
United Stateg (1S President Ronaird Reagan z2001 olon
Sewvilet sucialist Republic (USSR, General Secre=ary Miwibiail:

sorbachev signed the Intermediate Range NuTiear [ o

Treaty 1n December 1337. In the spring 0 lzsoc tne U2
Senate ratified the treaty. Within three vears ol nhe
si1gning date, the United States and the Soviet iinicon wili
destroy all their missiles., nuclear and non-nuci=ar, With
ranges of 300 to 1500 kiiumeters (24:720; .

In the entire history of arms control agreements
retween the United States and the Soviet Union, the INF
Treaty 1s the first i1nstance 1n which weapons will aciualiy
be destroyed. In fact, the destruction has already Dbeguir i:

both countries. The US and the USS5R have embarked oun the

new rcad towards reducing arms, as opposed toe Just |
therm.

In addition, the INF Treaty 1s the first treaty
allows for on-site verification by the two parties.

Previously, each side used National Technical Means

imiting

that

(NTM) ,




ey oWl b eening devices amdl revonhargsance That Jdrd not
Sross ot porder of the other country .
The INF Treaty negotiations were nothing simple to

. .

conduct or conclude; the process lasted overy 51X years.

However, the treaty has provided the worid with fiew GpTimism

about prospects ror furtner redvctions of nucledr arms. I
T e “3':1:) W F ey U:* o - L R Ty e} —~ ir e - . . . -
e LPdY, AL oer o Fresildent p£ush 3 Aadmlnii-=Yration .. =
Compn SNensive L O0K Al o ail ASpe stz o SR U £ PR -
S oand USSR resumed the Strabtegis Arms mel ol n Jalr

ST AR whiclh, eventually could 12ad o2 3 felusnion L LT
TLUNIries’ Strategls nulolear arsS<iean LYoaS Tl as Tl L
S The ztudy of Lne of  oess st sl e SUper power o

1

thils watershed agreement can help Lo ensure “hat the U0 s
arms control strategy remains on the Correct gatn Zor 1S

security and the security of the whoie worid.

robiem Statement

As lung as the US and US3R remain the two main
Superpowsrs 10 the world, there will be a need for the two
rouatries o negatilate with each wther about nuocliear

[

armaments to help ensdre peace between them. Thls proce

T
S

haz been happening <off and an for the past forty years.

'

practically since the U5 dropped the fi1rst atomic bombs i

Hir shima and Nagasaki. This negotiation pirocess 1

Ui

changing: whether because ot changing leadership. new

'R

systems develoupment or develoupments around the world.




Lo1sS 1mportant Lor “he wWor b 12 foliow nhesos

Kot

megoutlations and to be aware of LNe evoilving ature oD Unen

Lo examline previousily completed

Ui

one way to do this 2
negotiations. By studying and learning from past arms
negotiations and treaties, 1t may be possible Lo uZe Liwo=

lessons as a baseline for future progress 10 aring Cont: oo

petween the U5 and J33R.

adreement to destroy some war-making CapaililTy Wil
aliowing for verification of complidan’ie T That agr==i-
It looks at two previous nuclear arms Lr=atl=s, o=

Strategic Arms Limitations Talks (3ALT) I Treaty and nne
SALT II Treaty, 1in order to ascertain why the INF

negotiations and Treaty were and are so different from arm

controi activities of the past. The thesi1s alsce touchez o
events that have occurred i1n the nuclear arms control areins
since the INF Treaty was signed and ratified. Using aii =i
gathered evidence, 1t then tries to deduce where the atvms
control process will move 1n the future.

In order to address these 1ssues, the following
questicons are answered:

1) What was the process through which the SALT NS

IT and INF treaties were reached? How were they differ—nt.

2) What 13 the content of the SALT I, SALT II and INF

Treaties? How are they different?




3) What were US and Soviet goals uron entering the INF
talks?

4) What strategies did the US and Soviets employ during
the negotiations?

5) Did any goals or strategies change during the
negotiations? If so, why?

6) Did the US and the USSR attain their goals with the

4

final INF Treaty? If so, why? f not, why not?
7) What nuclear arws control activities have ocourred
since the INF Treaty signature and ratification?

8) What arms control negotilations are ongsing. and whaz

might be their likely results?

Justification ¢of Research

This study was undertaken to depict the process through
which the superpowers were able to take a real first step
towards meaningful diminishing of the worldwide nuclear
threat. Many detailed books and reports have been written
on past negotiations and treaties. but due tco the relative
recency ¢of INF-related events, this has not occurred for the
INF negotiations and treaty. By studying the specific
detaills of past activities and agreements, one can learn
what types of arms control has occured, what types seem
possible today. and what strategies should or should nct be
used to secure new agreements that could significantly

reduce the chances of nuclear war between the superpowers.




Scope of Research

This thesis attacks the topic primarily 1n a
chronological analysis. First, 1t reviews the SALT I and
SALT II negotiations and treaty contents. Next. the INF
process and treaty are 1investigated 1n detail. Once the
negotiations' summaries are complete, analysis of the three
treaties begin. Comparisons and contrasts between the

contents are made. The thesis addresses U5 and 3Sovi

a

roJoais
pertalining to the treaties. and the degree of goal
obtainment is assessed. Finally. the pc=t-INF Treavy events
are detailed and analyzed, with a look towards the futurs orf
arms control.

This thesis addresses nuclear arms control. The
ongoing talks and frequent proposals dealing with possible
and actual conventional forces reductions are not addressed.
Other treaties 1in existence, such as the Non-Proliferation
Treaty. the Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, and others, while
mentioned, are not scrutinized in this thesis. Also, this
paper does not give a detailed account of the S5TART talks
except during the periods in which START and INF were

linked. The thrust is towards completed treaties.

Limitations of Research

The primary limitation on this thesis 15 the lack of
data which show firsthand the true Soviet views and gocals

regarding nuclear arms control. Western sources have tried




to ascertalin the truth as to the Soviet mind set. but socurce
data are of course more desirable. Extra caution has been
payed when analyzing perceived Soviet views. Corroboration
by multiple scurces as to these views has been obtained
whenever possible.

Another limitation, briefly touched on earlier, is the
currency of much of the gathered INF data. Analysis and
inferences are based on the most current data available.

The thesis has no control over events that have occurred
petween final curtailment of research and publication.

This thesis contains no classified data. No classitfied
sources were consulted during research. However, this
should not be a serious problem, as all terms of the
treaties were unclassified. The thesis does not actually
discuss detailed capabilities of any weapon possessed by
either the U5 or the Soviet Union, so no performance data,
much of which is classified, was required to attain the

goals the research.

Background

When President Richard Nixon tocok office, the nuclear
stockpiles of the US and Soviet Union had grown enough that
a nuclear war between them could totally destroy both
countries. The first SALT talks began in November 1969 and
resulted i1in the 1972 signing of the Anti-Ballistic-Missile

(ABM) Treaty and the Interim Agreement on Offensive Weapons.




The ABM Treaty limited each si1de's deployment of ABM sites.
The Interim agreement limited the number of strategic
ballistic missile launchers each country could have (60:13).

Over the next few years. the two countries started and
stopped many times without making concrete progress. In
1974, at Vladivostok, President Gerald Ford and General
Secretary Leonid Brezhnev came to a preliminary agreement as
to limits covered 1n the treaty. However, talks staliesd
again and did not resume permanently until 1977, The 3SALT
II Treaty was signed by Brezhnev and President Jimmy Jlartesr
1in June 1979 (60:14-13).

However, the treaty did not contain some of the limits
hoped for by US lawmakers, particularly those in the Senate.
whose ratification was required for the treaty to go 1nto
effect. Negotiations in the Senate were hard fought., but
were preempted by the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan 1in
December 1979. The US put S5ALT II on hold, and ratification
of the treaty never occurred. Each side tacitly followed
the terms of SALT II (60:15-23).

Meanwhile, the Soviets had deployed new 55-20
intermediate range nuclear weapons within reach of all
Western Eurcpe. In response, NATO decided to deploy US
Ground Launched Cruise Missiles (GLCM) and Pershing II
missiles, both medium range systems capable of reaching much
of the Soviet Union. Many Europeans, as well as the

Soviets, did not approve of this decision, as they were




gravely concerned at the increased likelihood of "limited"
nuclear war 1n their countries. Pressured by the Western

Europeans. in November 1981 the US entered INF negotiation
with the Soviets, who did not want the US to deploy the

GLCMs and Pershing II's (60:24-25).

List of Symbols

AEM Anti-Ballistic Missile

ALCM Air-Launched Cruise Missile

ASM Air-to-Surrace Missile

CIA Central Intelligene Agency

DoD Department of Defense

FBS Forward-Based Systems

FROD Functicnally Related Observable Difference
GLCM Ground-Launched Cruise Missile

ICBM Inter—-Continental Ballistic Missile
INF Intermediate Range Nuclear Forces
JCs Joint Chiefs of Staff

MAD Mutually Assured Destruction

MBFR Mutually Balanced Force Reductions
MIRV Multiple Independently Retargetable

Reentry Vehicle

MX Missile Experimental

NATO North Atlantic Treaty Organization
NSA National Security Agency

NSC National Security Council




NTM

SALT

SAM

SCC

SLBM

SLCM

SRINF

START

USACDA

National Technical Means
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks
Surfac—to-Alr Missile
Standing Consultative Committee
Strategic Defense Initiative
Submarine-Launched Ballistic Missile
Sea-Launched Cruise Missile
Short Range Intermediate Range Nuc.ear
Forces
Strategic Arms Reduction Talks
United 3States Arms Control and

Disarmament Agency




II. Methodology

Unfortunately, this subject matter does not lend itself
to any real quantifiable analysis. It is not easy to
quantify historical events. About the only quantitative
result from this process 1s that the US and US3R will
destroy approximately four per cent of the world's nuclear
missiles (112:18). Hence, the instrument this thesis uses
to answer the research questions 1s a descriptive historical
case study approcach.

Emory states the objective of the descriptive study
1s to learn the who. what, when. where and how of a topic:
(29:69). How does the thesis accomplish this? The major
thrust of the effort 1s an extensive search through, study
and review of existing literature. When dealing with arms
control prior to the INF negotiations., many bocoks and
reports exist on the subject. Also, back issues of national
security and foreign affairs periodicals provide much usable
information. For INF related events, while books are
scarce, the security and foreign affairs periodicals provide
a wealth of information. Additionally, newspapers and
popular news magazines have been essential in piecing
together the actual six year INF negotiation process.

The thesis touches ons post-INF Treaty actaivities that

have (or will have) an effect on further arms control

negotiations and treaties. These activities occurred up to

10




the point of final closure of research. Newspapers and news
magazines again provided the bulk of the informatiocon.

The actial treaties were avaliable for review, They
were of course most helpful in analyzing the differences
between the treaties, and the matching of goals with

outcomes.

11




III. Historical Development

SALT I

JS Objectives.

Begun 1in November of 1969, the SALT I talks were
approached by the US as a method to "promote U5 national
security by reducing the risk of nuclear war through
negotiation <f mutual limits on strategic nutlzar arms”
(60:79). The US had three main objectives 1n mind as they
approached the bargaining table: maintaining equality ot
strategic force; halting unlimited growth oI strategic
nuclear weapons and the tensions and expenses that would
accompany it, and assuring an adequately verifiable
agreement was reached (7:4-13, 60:79).

Pre—Negotiation History.

Freliminary arms limitations proposals predated the
beginning of the SALT I talks by almost four years. In
1965, the US proposed to the Soviets a nuclear weapons
fre;ze. At the time, the US possessed 1980 nuclear weapons
launchers (854 land based. 496 submarine based, 639 bombers)
to the Soviets 431 (224, 107, 100) (110:xxx11). Within this
proposal was also a call for cn-site verification. Needless
to say, the Soviets saw no advantage in freezing weapon
development when they would be placed at such a numbers

disadvantage. The Soviets were also dead set against on-—

site verification. According to them, verifications

12




procedures would interfere with their system of government
and would also allow foreign 1deas toc enter the Soviet
society (42:171). Also, the Soviets had fears that the West
Germans were about to begin development of nuclear weapons,
and they wanted assurances that this would not happen
(110:xxx11) .

Since 1965, both the U3 and the USSR had begun movement
towards deployment of Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) s31tes.
The 3Soviets deployed a system around Moscow. and in lvo/,
Prec>dent Jotunisonn asked for and received authorization to
begin deploying a system around Washington. This system was
Justified to the Soviets as a preventive measure agalinst the
Chinese or against accidental launch by the Soviets
(110:172). Actually, 1t was probably a gesture aimed at
bringing the Soviets intc negotiations. Johnson could see
that this increase 1n defensive posture by both countries
would just lead to each country buying more ouffense to
counter the ABMs. What was really needed was a limit on
offensive nuclear capability (22:26).

On 1 Julv 1968, Johnson publicly stated he was ready to
meet with the Soviets to negotiate limits on strategic
nuclear forces and ABM sites (22:27). Also 1in July. West
Germany agreed to the previously negotiated Non
Proliferation Treaty, which allayed the Soviets fears ot
West German nuclear development (110:xXxx11). On 19 August,

the Soviets agreed to meetings beginning in September.

13




However, the next day, the USSR i1nvaded Czechoslovakia, and
in protest of this move, the US indefiniteiy postponed the
negotiations (22:27).

Richard Nixon had campaigned to restore US superority
in nuclear forces. However, upon taking office 1n 1969, he
realized that the Soviets had encugh warheads that
regardless of which path the U5 toock towards a buildup. the
USSR would have enough power that a nuclear exchangs Wwouid
be devastating to both sides (22:27, 60:13) Hence, he
adopted a sufficiency approcach to deterrence. lig
acknowledged the rfact that achieving relative parity. a=
opposed to superiority, would enable the US to fuliy
continue an effective deterrence posture. He alsc feit the
Soviets were willing to talk. They seemed very concerned
about deployment of our own ABM system. However, talks
would wait almost a full year after Nixon took office whiis
he undertook a major review of all U3 foreign policy
(110:xxx111).

President Nixon's team of SALT I negotiators was led by
the director of the US Arms Control and Disarmament Agency
(USACDA), Gerard Smith. Smith's team consisted of
representatives from the 5State Department, the Department of
Defense (DoD), the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JC5)., USACDA. the
CIA and the National Security Council (NSC). The Soviet

team was led by Deputy Foreign Minister U. 3. Senenov

(11C:xxxit1i).

14




SALT I Negotiations.

As talks opened on 17 November 1969, the nuclear

arsenals of the two superpowers were quite different 1in

makeup.

The Soviets had relied mainly on large,

missiles, due to theilr poor sea access and limited long

range bomber experience.

since the Cuban Missile

Intercontinental

build up thelr submarine

far behind the US

(Il

b
LAl i a0

By Novemper

launched

supbmayr ine

Thei1r buildup had occurred r

They had 1613

=5+ [CBM P 3T LA
o9, tney achiial
and Thaey wWelre LY 0O
force. Lhouwdl, They W
tecnnoiogy .  The U5, on

other hand, had pursued a strategy ot building a triad

smalier missiles.

Submarine Launched
range bombers capable of carrying
The US had stopped building silos
concentrated on a technology that
than one warhead from
have 1ts own target.

multiple, i1ndependently targetable reentry vehicle,
being tes.cd by the US,

wWork 1n this area.

bargaining chip.

1004 land based 1t

[¢3]
Ui

Ballistic

cone missile.

President Nixon saw MIRV as a

TINA
oS,

Missitles (SLBM) and <40 1o

multipie warheads 2

in 1967 and had

oy
el

(AN

would atllow releasing

Each warhead wouid

technology, known as MIRV.

Soviets had done wvery

il

Uy

sinice he had it and the U35R did not.

Also, he believed that MIRVing would be a good

counterbalance to the Soviet ' 's ABM sites (42:180) .
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At the beginning of

negotiations,

the twe sides found

they had different definitions for strategic nuclear

weapons.

The US felt that the strategic covered only

missiies capable of being launched from one of the countries

and reaching the other.

range land,

This would include only the

sea and bomber based missiles of

Long

the

Soviets feln that strategic meant any missiie., regardliess ot
113 bausing location, that could reach the other Countiy
dence, America 3 forward based systems 1n Western mur oi-
consisting of short and intermedlate range groundc caun ohied
m:ss1les and medium range bombers, would De includ=si

However, the Soviet
capable ¢f reaching

included

short and mediuwm range nucie

Eirupe but not the U5 would not

Ay Loy oes,

<3
3

wanted

compensation ro2y the fact that Eng.ani and France had
nuclear weapons capablie of reaching Soviet soil. It wanted
higher limits than the U5 to make up for the Britisi, and
French nuclear presence (42:163-164).

wWhen the two sides could not reach agreement as to
which cffensive weapons should be limited. the Soviets

proposed negetiating only the defensive side of

The s demurred, arguing that
would defeat the real purpose
the case 1n many negotiations,

They agreed to work out a perumatienne Aol Lireaty,

=

to nout

of

the

the negotliations.

the probliem.
limit offensive weapons
As 13

two si1des comprumised.

and to




decide on i1nterim limitations on offen

Ui

1/7¢e

WEADOnS,

would be made permanent in a future agreement

The ABM Treaty (Defensive Systems) .

The U5 had originally proposed that each

the option of tuilding either zero or one ABM

3ite being lucated around Washington or Mos
agre=d Lo the one sSite proposal.  However,

Sonigress realized that the prospeot oD Deals
si12e. around The Ccapitai, Could turn into o
on the hame front. 1. wouldn £ boor gJod =
they thought the government was Jfiy olT Lo
themselives 1n Wasnington [rom a nuT.o=2ar at-
had to actually reject its own proposal. 3
agreed to only bu'ld one system, the U3 tri
lopsided terms., {irst four sites Lo one, o
sites to one. The Soviets would nit agrees

two sides agreed that each country could ha
cach (42:181-2).

The ABM Treaty was to have uniimited |
ccuntries would review 1% every f(i1ve years.
si1de to the deployment of no more than two
installations, each with no more than 105 m

{60:80) .

submarine launched, mobile, space based

&

Nei1ther s1de was allowed to deploy

r

(22

Wil oh

weapons. Alsco, rapid reioad capabilitly was disaliowed

was MIRVing of ABMs (42:162, .

17

The ABM site

not

Site, that
T Tre X3
thne orecs:lent
S = —
Iinel Su=El
Lol IR
oows A

O SA
2T = Tl
1nce e oo
=3 L I
L T e
and fina
Ve Ewe ADM o
eng b e
T LT
AEM
DUl G s
ADMs it oW
thiat used Las

R

Juar-ding

]

)




country's capital was required fto be at least 1300
kilometers from the capital (110:xxx1v). Neilther si1de was
allowed to upgrade any of 1ts Surface-to-Air Missiles (SAM)
to ABM capability. Additionally. any detection radar sites
not part of an ABM system had to be located on the country's
borders and face out from the country, so <3 not Lo appear
to protect a specific ABM site (110:137-8).

The Interim Agreement (Offensive Systems) .

i

1vVe
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The 1nterim agreement reached on strategic offen
weapons was to have a length of five years, by which time 1%
was expected a more permanent agreement would be 1n place.
The two sides had problems deciding on equivalent strateg:is
forces since the Soviets' strategic makeup was 70% land
based and the US3's was only 30% laad based. Again,
compromlse was reached, and the agreement froze the number
of covered strategic missile launchers at 1972 levels
(42:165-166). The Soviets had some silos under
construction, and those were al'owed to be finished.

Each side could deploy some more submarine based
launchers, but had to dismantle one land based launcher rfor
each submarine launcher deployed. The U5 had 656 launchers
on 41 submarines; they could deploy up to 710 launchers on
44 submarines. The 3oviets had 740 launchers; they could
increase to no more than 950 (22:33). The 5LBMs had no size
limit. Older, smaller land launchers could not be remodeled

to 1ncorporate newer, heavier ICBMs. In fact, dimensions of
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all si1los were not allowed to 1ncrease by more than ten to
fifteen per cent (22:33,285, 42:168).

Exclusions from SALT 1.

Obviously, many operational and developmental systems
and capabilities were not included i1n the Interim Agreement.
The US traded away 1ts concern about existing Soviet heavy
missiles such as the 5S-18 for Soviet concessions to not
include the US's forward based systems 1n Europe
(110:xxx1v). No agreement was reached on strateglc bombers
(the US had 600, the Soviets 150}, an area that wouild cause
much trouble later in 3ALT II negotiations (22:33).

Along with these quantitative areas, a few gqualitative
capabilities were postponed, perhaps indefinitely as it has
turned out. The USSR was beginning work on a mobile ICBM:
this was not addressed in the agreement. Alsc, neither side
wanted to deal with missile accuracy. The U3 was leading in
that race, so it did not want to trade away this edge. The
Soviets, on the other hand, did not want to risk any type of
a "freeze'" on accuracy, as that would leave them permanently
disadvantaged.

Perhaps no other capability has enabled the arms race
to accelerate despite, and even because of treaties. more
than MIEV., The ability to arm a missile with up to 14
1ndependent warheads has allowed staggering 1ncreases 1n the
number of weapons each side can call on. As previously

mentioned, President Nixon saw MIRV as a great bargaining
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chip., but 1t was alsoc seen as a great equalizer. The U3 had
stopped building silos in 1967, and had turned to MIRV as a
way to gain more power per silo. Many saw MIRV as the way
to go in countering Soviet buildup of land and sea based
missiles. Similar to what happened with missile accuracy,
the US ultimately decided 1t did not want to lose this
technological advantage, as the USSR was at least five vyears
behind on MIRV development.

When the U3 put MIRV on the bargaining table, 1t

48

insisted that on-site verification be 1mpliemented 1f thet
was tc be a ban on MIRV development. Of course, the US knew
the Soviets would never agree to this. They did not for two
reasons, both previously alluded to. They had a natural
disdain for on-site verification., and. as in the accuracy
case, they did not want to be permanently shut cut of the
MIRV arena (42:162-163). Hence, the agreement set no limits
on MIRV development, testing or deployment. The result was
that the number of missile launchers was very much set in
concrete; the number of actual warheads was not controlled
and, certainly., would be much higher. The US deployed its

first MIRVed missiles in 1970; the Soviets, 1n 1975 (60:81).

Treaty Verification.

The topic of verification of treaty limits has been a
major sticking point with almost all agreements with the
Soviet Union. Their inherent aversion to allowing cutsiders

within their borders to witness activities has until




recently prevented any type of on-site verification.
However, by the time the SALT I agreement was signed, the US
was convinced, as was the USSR, that the capabilities of 1its

satellite, ground radar posts and aerial reconnaissance were

good enough that using these methods could detect any breach
of the treaty's provisions.

These methods. known as National Technical Means (NTM) .
are defined as "techniques used to monitor an arms control
agreement that do not 1intrude upon the territory of another
state (42:172)". NTM became an issue with regards to the
MIRV dilemma. Certailn factions, such as the CIA, the State
Department and USACDA, believed NTM would work. The
President, DoD and the National Security Agency (NSA)
believed on-site verification was required. When the
Soviets rejected on-site, they proposed allowing MIRV
development through flight testing. However, cnce flight
tested, there was little NTM could do to discern whether
MIRV had been deployed. This was another factor that led to
the dropping of MIRV from the treaty discussions (60:81-82).

The agreement also established a bilateral Standing
Consultive Committee (5CC) to deal with alleged vioclations
of the ABM Treaty and Interim agreement. If a country.
using NTM, discoverd an apparent breach, this committe would
be authorized to 1nvestigate the breach and make a ruling as

to the charge (42:176).




During President Carter's push to pass 3ALT II through
the Senate, he maintained that Soviet compliance with SALT I
was good. Between the signings of the SALT I and SALT II
agreements, the US raised eight problems to the 3CC. All
elght were either shown to be non-vioclations or were fixed
to the US's liking. The major Soviet concern centered on
shelters the US had placed over its Minuteman siloeos. In

that configuration, Soviet NTM could not determine whether a

(9
)]

5110 held a Minuteman II or Minuteman III missile. The U
shrunk the the shelters but never did remove them unt:l 3IALT
IT banned their usage (22:52-34).

Treaty Signature and Ratification.

President Nixon and General Secretary Brezhnev signed
the ABM Treaty and Interim Agreement on 26 May 1972. The
United States Senate approved the Interim Agreement and
ratified the ABM Treaty, both by votes of 88-2 (22:24).
However, the Interim Agreement was not passed without some
controversy. The compromise freeze the number of launchers
at 1972 levels left the Soviets with a quantity advantage of
2350 to 1710. The president and negotiating ccmmittee
believed that the U5 more than made up for this difference
with missile accuracy. MIRV development. bomber force, and
the nuclear forces of Great Britain and France (42:165-1%0).

Some senators did not see 1t this way. They saw more power
for the Soviet Union, and wrote an amendment to the treaty,

which passed, that requested the President in the future to
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"seek a treaty not limiting the United States to levels of
inter—-continental forces i1inferior to those of the USSR
(110:29)".

The Department of Defense and the JCS was not overly
happy with the agreement either. Again, the problem with
numbers was the sticking point. The JC5 made sure that MIRV
and the new Trident submarine would definitely be developed
before they gave the treaty thelr approval (42:1.79).
Secretary of Defense James Schlesinger wanted assurancss
that development would proceed on the Trident, the B-1l
Bomber, the Washington, DC ABM site and the new 3Submarine

Launched Cruise Missile (SLCM) (110:xxxvi).

SALT II

Shortly after ratification and approval of the SALT I
Treaty and Interim Agreement., SALT II negotiations began in
November 1972. The US and U35R approached this set of
negotiations under the assumpticn that any nuclear offensive
by either side would result in the '"mutually assured
destruction" (MAD) of both sides. In other words, neither
side could possibly "win" a nuclear war; 1t would only lose
due to nuclear retaliation by the other side (60:15).

US Objectives.

Accordingly. the US wanted to move ahead to reduce the
chance that this nuclear war would ever be started. The

main US objectives reflected the Nixon Administration's
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desire for progress along this line Ubjectives included
ensuring each side had equal ceilings for gquantities of
launch vehicles, restraining any qualitative advancements
that could endanger stability 1n the future and beginning to
reduce the number of launch vehicles on each side. Behind
all these objectives was also a goal of ensuring the actual
wording of any SALT II Treaty would have much more detail
than did the SALT I Interim Agreement. It was felt the IA
wording was vague and allowed for too many loopholes through
which both sides could continue to build their arsenais
(22:30).

Initial Negotiations.

The US's first suggestions to the Soviets called for a
treaty that would set the equal ceilings on launchers and
have more ceilings dealing with actual capabilities. It
also would have prohibited development of systems not
included in the treaty, but which would viclate the spirit
of arms limitation 1in general. Not surprisingly., the
Soviets did not accept these suggestions. Instead, they
pushed for maintailning the unequal quantity cei1lings that
SALT I provided. Also, they resurrected the problem of U5
Forward Based Systems (FBS), calling for US withdrawal from
Europe. Finally, they pushed for preventing the US frum

developing the B-1 bomber and Trident submarine. They

offered no similar curtailments of their own (7:5-13).
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The US continued to try to persuade the Soviets to
agree to some limits on actual numbers of warheads or
pavyload ceilings. Congress had passed SALT I on the
stipulation that equal ceililings be negotiated; also,
Congress assumed the US would have a long-lasting mcnopoly
on MIRV technology. However, the Soviets began flight

testing MIRVed missiles in 1973, and the specter of the

h

Soviets' heavy ICBM5 being MIRVed did not sit wel:.. A 2w
proposals to severely limit Soviet MIRV deployment again
tell on deatf ears (7:5-13.,13).

The USSR again began to seek compensation for such
1tems as French and British nuciear forces and medium range
US bombers in Europe. Additionally, 1t pushed for
withdrawai of U35 ships clcse +t» Soviet waters. The US
looked on these capabilities as being vital to relationships
with 1ts allies, and did not believe it could offer any
concessions. Instead, it preferred to defer these issues to
post SALT II negotilations. In a counter movement, the U5
asked that the Soviets' new Backfire bomber be included in
the discussiovns. Whiie not techaically a long range bomber,
1t did have the range to reach some US targets. The USSR
flatly rejected this on the grounds that the Backfire was
not a long range bomber (€60:16). Over the first two years

of negotiating, these types of disagreements prevented any

real progress towards an actual SALT II Treaty.
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The Vladivostok Accord.

Once again, the time was ripe for compromlse and
deferment of sticking points. Gerald Ford toock office in
August 1974 and negotiations resumed in September. This
session resulted 1n a November meeting between Ford and
Brezhnev in Vladivostok. At this summit, the two men agreed
to attempt to conclude negotiations with a treaty by 1975.
This treaty would last for ten vears, and would =et &
ceiling of 2400 strategic launchers for each side. Of
these, only 1320 could be MIRVed launchers. Mobile and air
launched strategic missiles would be included in the 24300
missile ceiling. Both sides agreed not to construct new
ICBM launchers, and to discuss limiting new types oL
strategic arms. National technical means would again be the
verification method used (22:30, 60:16-17).

Each side made a key concession to enhance the
negotiating process. The US agreed not to push for cutbacks
1n existing Soviet heavy ICBMs. The USSR agreed, as they
had in 5ALT I, to drop 1its call for cutbacks in the U3's
forward based systems (FBS). The two countries agreed
limits 1n these areas could possibly be subjects for later
talks, as could possible reductions 1n strategic arms. They
set a date of no later than 1981 to begin these further

negotiations (22:30, 7:5-16).
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More Hurdles.

While these bilateral concessions were supposed to
allow an agreement to be reached in 1973, negotiations were
once again stalled. Two issues, one old and one new,
stopped progress in its tracks. The argument over the
Backfire bomber again arose; the US wanted to 1include 1t
under the 2400 launcher limit, but the Soviets refused
(22:31).

The new 1ssue was the advent of the American cruilse
missile. The Vladivostok agreement stated any bomber
carrying air-to-surface missiles (ASM) with ranges greater
than 600 kilometers would be included as one launcher under
the 2400 ceiling. The US interpreted this as to not include
cruise missiles. The Soviets interpreted i1t otherwise.
Additionally, the Soviets called for a ban on any ground- or
sea—launched cruilse missile (GLCM, SLCM) with a range 1n
excess of 600 kilometers. The US saw these two restraints
as unacceptably limiting 1ts cruise missile development
program (7:5,8-21, 60:17).

These two issues, combined with increasing tensions
between the two countries and within the US, resulted 1in no
treaty during the Ford Administration. Ford and Ronald
Reagan were 1nvolved 1n a heated battle for the 1976
Republican nomination; Reagan campaigned strongly limits on
the cruise missile. Congress was concerned over Soviet

compliance with the SALT I Interim Agreement, and hence,
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began questioning the merits of the whole SALT process.

rord made a last ditch effort 1n 1976, proposing to allow
cruise missile launchers to be counted i1n exchange for
limitations on the Backfire, but the Soviets refused to link
the two subjects, and time ran out before any real
negotiation could be done on this proposal (7:5-21).

Negotiations Under Carter.

Jimmy Carter campaigned with pledges to reduce and
eventually eliminate nuclear weapons. He vowed he would cut
the defense budget by five to seven billion dollars
annually. However, upon his entrance into office, an
intelligence committee he appointed brought him somsz
shocking news. This committee was used to give an
independent review of intelligence data gathered by the CIA.
The committee report gave a much different analysis than
past CIA reports had. It concluded that the Soviet Unicn
was no longer living under the MAD assumption. Thc USSR
apparently believed 1t could fight a nuclear war and win 1t
without sustaining horrendous damage or loss of life. The
report alsc concluded the Soviets were spending much more
money on defense than was the US. 3Subsequent research into
this supposed stance has cast great doubt on whether the
Soviets actually thought they could win a nuclear war. but
in 1977, Carter and his administration believed 1t. While
continuing to push for nuclear limits and reductions,

defense spending actually increased 1in real terms., and much

28




of this money went 1n to nuclear development and
modernization (44:303-309, 60:19).

Carter had also believed, along with many SALT I1I
opponents 1n Congress, that the ceilings set in Vladivostok
were entirely too high. In March 1977, he offered the
Soviets a brand new proposal for SALT II. His
"Comprehensive Package"” set a strategic launcher cap at

1800, of which oniy 350 could be MIRVed. He also proposed

Q
[
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that the Soviets cut back their 353-13 heavy I1ICBM rforrce from
308 to 150. He offered no cutbacks in similar US systems,
nor did he offer cuts 1n areas where the US cleariy had an
advantage, such as strategic bombers or MIRVed SLEMs. The
package also called for limits on certain test flights and a
ban on development ¢f any new land mobile missiles,
including the U5's Missile Experimental (MX). Basicailvy.
Carter had scrapped Vladivostok (22:30, €0:19-20).

The USSR was not ready to scrap it that easily. It
still was prepared to abide by the 1974 agreement, so 1t
flatly rejected the U5 proposal. Then, the U3 quickly
proposed that the agreement be reached along the lines or
Viadivostok, with a deferment of the crulse missile and
backfire i1ssues until JALT III. OSince the Soviets did not
think the Backfire should be an i1ssue, there was nothing
there to be deferred. Plus, they definitely wanted to
continue efforts to curtail US cruise missile development.

Hence, they also rejected this counter-proposal (7:5-22).




Through the ensuing sixX months, quiet diplomacy was the
method used by both sides. and =s=ome of Carter’'s proposals
found their way into SALT II, if only in a limited manner.
In September 1977, most of the 1ssues had been 1roned out,
and a format for the SALT I1 Treaty was also developed. The
treaty was outlined in three parts (7:5-23).

Treaty Contants.

Fart one was be a tr=aty through 1503 tnhat reflected a

smalil reduction from the Viadivostok ceilings. The total
launcher ceiling was sef at Z2.50 for each side. 0Of these,
only 1320 MIRVed mi3siles were allowed., Within the MIRV

limit, the combination of ICBMs and 5LBMs ccould total no
more than 1200. Of these, only 820 could be ICBMs. The
Soviet Union was limited to 308 S55-18 heavy ICBMs. Neither
s1de could construct new fixed ICBM launchers, and
modifications to old launchers were limited. Each side weas
could flight test and deploy one new ICBM, and 1t could have
no more than ten warheads on bouard. Exi1sting land ICBMs
were prohibited from being equipped with more warheads, and
all SLBMs were limited to 14 warheads apiece. ALCMs were
limited to 28 per side, with the U5's B-52 ALCM held to 20,
The Soviets agreed not to test and deploy 1ts 3535-16 mobile
launcher, or to produce components for 1t (60:82-84).

Part two would be a Protocol, lasting untii December
181, dealing with scme of the controversial issues of the

negotiations. Each side agreed not to flight test or deploy
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mobile ICBM launcher. Also. they wou:d not ftest or depi oy
any GLCM or SLCM with ranges Jgreater than 372 mlies (Lo 2a).

The third part of the agreement wcould be a Joint
Statement of Principles setting guidelines for rfuture
negotiations. These negotilations would turther reduce the
number of strategic launchers. set some Jqualitative 11miws
for pombers and address the 1ssues discussed 1n the rProros:]
(630 .34 .

Treaty Verificatien.

Each side would again use National Technicail

(NTM) rfor verification, and would not i1nterfere with

B¢

other side's NTM. Additionally., tne Two CoOUNLries wWou.l
exchange data bases on the systems covered 1n the treaty.
This data base would include i1nformation the other sid=

could use to help verify weapons totals. Alsc, each side

e

p——

would equip 1ts ALCM-carrying ailrcraft with a vi1s1D
modification, alsoc called a functionally related observab.i=
difference (FROD), so that the other side could ensure the
ALCM forces were within treaty limits (88:39). Duiaing
flight tests of covered systems, the testing country woiid
not encrypt telemetry data that allowed the other side -
use NTM to verify the test and the system were within tr-=a7y
limits (22:34).

U5 Debate over SALT ITI.

Between September 1977 and the Treaty signing in June

1979, the detalls were worked out at the negotiating table.
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No major problems arose there. but at home, President Carter
faced an uphill battle 1n gaining approval of the Treaty 1in
Congress. Many saw the Soviets as still having an
advantage. Theilr inventory of 308 heavy ICBMs found no
counterpart 1n the US. While it was pointed out that the US
had made a conscious decision not to build heavy ICBMs. some
critics wanted the US to state 1t should have the aoption t-
puilld heavy ICBMs 17 1t chose to (7:3-30, 64:5

One effective argument 1n favor of the Treaty was tihat,

G}

given the constralints on certain systems. DoD could more

%

tfectively plan to counteract 3Soviat developments. The

[&)]

oviets would be limited to certain areas for development,
so the US could concentrate on countering these areas. This
would theoretically save much money in the development of
weapons systems (7:3-27).

Many critics were alarmed at the terms in the Protocoi.
They saw it as a direct threat against the modernization of
the US nuclear forces. It took many promises from the
President and supporters in Congress that there were no
plans to extend the Protocol terms when it expired in 1981
(64:7-8) .

Carter made many other promises to enhance the chances
for ratification. He committed to 2Z5 per cent real growth
in the defense budget over the ensuing five years. He
assured the hawks 1n Congress he would pursue the Mark 12

warhead for the Minuteman ICBM and the Trident 2 long range




missile. He vowed to pressure the NATO allies to 1ncrease
their spending on national detense. (43:97-98}). He also
promised that within the Treaty guidelines he would continue
development of the MX missile (60:20).

For every argument in favor of continuing with NTM as
the method of verification, there was an argument agailnst
using just NTM. Proponents believed that NTM worked well
for SALT I. They discounted the possibility of reloading
31los as beingAtoo difficult to do when the silos themseives
ares targets. Any missile tested with MIRV capability was
counted as a MIRV missile, regardless of how 1t was armed.
Since many tests were required before a missile would be
deployed, NTM could verify whether more than one new land
ICBM was under development (22:44-49). Additionally. 1f a
treaty was not ratified, then the Soviets would be free to
take whatever actions it wished 1n interfering with the J3 s
NTM capabilities, thereby limiting what infcormation could be
gathered.

Critics believed that the Soviets could store many
mi1ssiles near launchers, to be either reloaded or deployed
in the event of treaty cancellation. They also were
skeptical that the Soviets would hold to the warheads-per-
missile constraints; there would be no way to ascertain how

many warheads were on a given missille (22:49-51).
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Treaty Signature and '"Non—Ratification'.

During all this debate 1n Congress, Carter and Brezhn v
met in Vienna in June 1979. At this summit, they signed the

SALT II Treaty. While there, Brezhnev presented Carter with

$u

a letter stating that, while the Backfire was a medium rang
bomber and the Soviets had no intention of upgrading 1it,
they would limit production to 30 aircraft per vear. Carter

stated that the US would reserve the option of developing a

[¥a

comparable aircraft (2z:35, B8:39).

After much debate., the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee recommended, by a small margin., that the ful.
Senate ratify the Treaty. Tensions between the two
superpowers increased dgreatly after the signing of the
Treaty. US intelligence sources learned that the USSR had
stationed in Cuba a brigade of about 3000 men. Actually.
the brigade had been there for years (60:20). The fall of
the Shan of Iran meant that some of the US's best listening
posts for verification purposes were lost (7:5-48).
Finally, the December 1979 Soviet 1nvasion of Afghanistan
pushed US tolerance too far. In January 1980, President
Carter asked the 5enate to indefinitely shelve the final
ratification debates. The S5ALT II Treaty had officially
died. It was never ratified (7:5-49, 60:21).

Unofficially, both sides agreed to follow the SALT I1
guidelines. Both sides have raised issues to the SCC on

possible violations of the Treaty guidelines, although

34




neither side 1s bound to the terms. Primary US concerns
have 1ncluded Soviet encryption of test data, and the Soviet
upgrade of the S5-13 to the 55-25, which the US contends is
actually a new ICBM. Since the Soviets designated the 55-24
as their one allowable new land ICBM, the US contends the
55-25 wviolates the Treaty. USSR concerns include continuing
obijsections to the shelters over Minuteman silos, and more

=

importantly. US decisions 1«

(@]

bass GLCMs and Pershing 11
missiles in Europe. They feel these weapons add to the US
strategic offensive capalbilities, and therefore violates ifhe
Treaty. These missiles would come to the forefront oI arms
negotiations with the INF Treaty (00:95,99).

While both sides vowed to follow the Treaty terms until
their expiration 1in 1985, the US officially did break the
terms in 1986, when it deployed a nuclear capable B-52 which
drove the number of allowable launchers over the ceiling
(88:39).

As President Reagan took office 1in 1981, Soviet-
American relations were at their lowest 1n recent history.
The prospect of further arms negotiations did not seem
likely. Reagan had campaigned with promises to
significantly build up US military strength., not a stance

that welcomed limitations or reductions 1n nuclear forces.
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Soviet INF Deployment.

While the SALT II talks proceeded, both sides continued
to build their arsenals in areas not covered by the SALT I
treaty. The Soviets were especilally busy 1in building med:ium
range missiles. In 1977 they began deployment of the 55-20,
a medium range ballistic missile with three warheads and a
range in excess of 3000 miles (60:52). They deplovyed this
missile both west and east of the Ural Mountains, thereby
being able to hit both Western Europe and Asian countries
such as China and Japan. The 55-20s did not replace any

type of missile: the Soviets kept deployed 280 3535-4 and 35-

3

5 single warhead missiles. Meanwhile, the U5 and NATO had
no immediate upgrade to theilr aging European medium range
nuclear arsenal to counteract the 55-20 deployment. They
had been concentrating on conventional and tactical nuclear
forces for much of the past twenty years. The NATO nations
were not pleased with the thought of hundreds of S3-20s
within range of their countries (60:22-24)

Both Britain and West Germany had began sounding the
55-20 alarm to NATC and the US soon after Soviet deployment
began. They wanted tc ensure that the U5 was sti1ll ready to
support Europe should the Soviets attack, and they felt
upgrade of US nuclear forces in Europe would help to keep

the US linked to Europe (6:26). However, the allies took




two years to decide what actions to take to counter the
Soviets 1n Europe.

The Dual Track Decision.

First, the President Carter moved to develop the
neutron bomb. Not actually a bomb, the neutron warhead
would be attached to the short range Lance missile (75
miles) or eight inch artillery shell (20 miles). These
extremely accurate weapons would deliver a high burst of
radiation designed to kill peoplé, not destroy buildings.

While buildings would be destroyed in a 140 yard radius of

1

the impact point, this would be much less destructive than
other equal range missiles (116:29-30).

However, many factions were against this method. The
malin argument against the warhead was against 1its purpose.
The belief was that since only lives would be lost and
building destruction would be minimal, i1t would be very
tempting to use. Many argued that the line between
conventional and nuclear arms would grow thinner, and
escalation would be i1nevitable. Many Senators were against
it, as were the Dutch and French. The Germans, on whose
soil most of these would be stationed, were ambivalent.
Privately., Chancellor Helmut Schmidt backed the missile, but
publicly he would not for fear of wide disapproval among the
German citizens. He also wanted the weapons used as a

bargaining chip with the Soviets first. If the US could not

negotiate cutbacks on S55-20s or on the Soviets' three-to-one
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advantage in tanks, then deployment should occur (116:30,
66:13) .

In March 1978, President Carter pressured Schmidt to
accept che pomw pukllcly, o Y= ooull not cuarantee
congressional budget approval for production of the weapons.
Schmidt announced Germany would accept the bomb on two
conditions. First, the decision had to be made by all of
NATO. Second, other NATO countries must accept some neutron
weapons on their soil. >However, Carter had already decided
to postpone the deployment decision. The neutron bomb was
not a factor in future NATO decisions {(66:13, 3:38).

NATO's planners recommended 1t should upgrade 1ts
longer range nuclear weapons. This would be done for two
reasons: to enhance the spectrum of weapons in the NATO
inventory and to counteract the Soviet deployment of 55-20s
in Europe. By deploying longer range missiles, NATO would
be able to hit targets in the Soviet Union from Europe
(5:14-15) . The weapons that were recommended were US
Ground Launched Cruise Missiles (GLCM) and Pershing II
ballistic missiles. These weapons were already 1n
development and both could be operational by the mid-1980s.
The US, Britain and West Germany led the push for NATO to
make a final decision (25:42).

NATO did not make their decision guickly. Western
European leaders were watching the US Senate fight over the

SALT II Treaty. They believed 1t would be much harder to
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sell INF deployment 1n Europe 1f the Senate could not ratify
thie treaty and show the US was actively pushing for peace
with the Soviets. While Germany supported INF deployment,
it did no%t w=2nt to be alone in deplovment Schmidt
announced Germany would accept deployment if at least one
other continental European country accepted them also.

While the UK had already agreed to British deployment,

Schmidt wanted the continent to show 1ts support for the

-
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plan and alleviate some pressure on Germany (47:37,

The Soviet Union also had its own opinion about the
situation. In what was the first volley in what became a
four year war to prevent INF deployment, Brezhnev anncunced
that the USSR would cut deployment of 55-20s if NATO
cancelled any plans to deploy INFs (47:38). A week later,
he said the Soviets would have to take appropriate steps to
counter any NATO decision, but that he was removing 20,000
troops and 1000 tanks from East Germany to try to dissuade a
deployment decision (100:57). The rhetoric heated up a few
weeks later when Brezhnev stated that 1f NATC even planned
to deploy INFs, talks between the U5 and USSR on INF would
be impossible to conduct (59:55. 22:11).

The Soviets' tactics only hardened the resolve of the
chief NATO nations to praceed with deployinent (62:60). It
also appeared to quiet the concerns over SALT II
ratification. A NATO summit was planned for mid-December

1979 to try to develop a concrete plan. Before the meeting,
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however. the Dutch parliament forbid approval of any NATO
deployment plan. Dutch Premier Andries van Agt went to
Washington along with representatives of Norway and Denmark
to try to convince Carter to delay a decision and move
instead to negotiate with the Soviets on INF. Carter said
he would like to negotiate, but the decision must not be
delayed (59:55).

At the summit, the US and NATO agreesd £ answer the
Soviets' 35-20 deployment. To appease all paries, they
developed what came to be known as the "dual track’
decision. The two tracks were deplovment and negotiation
(23:30).

NATO would deploy 572 intermediate range missiles,
comprised of 464 GLCMs and 108 Pershing II ballistic
missiles. Each missile had one warhead. The GLCM was
subsonic and had a range of 2300 kilometers. The Fershing
was supersonic and had a range of 1800 kilometers. It
would replace the non-nuclear Pershing IA. The Fershing II
could reach Soviet targets within 20 minutes; the GLCM would
take somewhat longer. All the Pershings would be deployed
in West Germany. The GLCMs would be spread throughout
Western Europe in West Germany, England, Italy, and perhaps
Belgium and Holland. Deployment would begin in 1983. For
each missile deployed, NATO would retire one older, shorter
range nuclear missile currently deployed in Europe (22:110-

111, 96:36, 60:22,25, 23:30-31).
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Full deployment would not occur, however. 1f the U3
could successfully negotiate reductions with the Soviets.
While the US would be the sole negotiator with the USSR, it
would consult the allies and share the decision making with
them. This was the first nuclear arms control negotiations
between Lhe superpowers in which NATO would have a
significant part. NATO was willing to take delivery of
2nough misciles to match the Sovietrs capabililities. - the
US3R cut back on the number of 35-00s in Lurcpe, uéploymen:

ol GLCMs and Pershings would be decreased also. The

Wi

3z,

o

deadline for successful negotiations was set at late 1
when US missiles were schn=-...3d for delivery. There was no
suggestion that NATO completely forego deployment of the
INFs given successful negotiations. They wanted to replace
existing systems as well as obtain Soviet cutbacks (60:25,
96:37-39, 23:311).

Soviet Reaction to Dual Track.

The Soviets were not happy with NATO's dual track.

They called the decision a "smokescreen to regain
superiocority over the Soviet Union" (96:40). They certainly
were not going to trade deployed missiles for missiles still
on paper and four years away from deployment. Also, they
felt NATGC had no right to depluoy the missiles 1f 1n ract the
misslles did become operational. However, 1t soon became
apparent that what the 5oviets really wanted was to block

the deployment of the US missiles (96:40).
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However, 1in July 1980, the NATC stance had not changed
but the Soviets wanted to talk. In October. preliminary
discussions yielded no results. The US called for equal
ceilings on both sides; its Pershing and GLCM deployments
shouid equal the ULSKR's 55-4, 55-3., ana S0 2C deployments. .
The 5Soviets now offered to freeze their deployments at
ex1isting levels. In return they wanted the United States,.
England and France to tfreeze deployment of all forces in
Europe capable of reaching Soviet soil. This would inciuade
no Pershing and GLCM deployment, fresezes on British and
French nuclear missiles and nuclear-equipped aircraft I ai!
three countries. The Soviets promised to continue their
builidur 1n Europe 1f NATO deployed their missiles (22:111,
96:42) .

This was unacceptable to NATO for tvo reasons. Firset,
it would again leave NATO with zer¢ INF and the UZS5R with
more. Second, the US and its allies were determined to not
have the British and French nuclear forces included 1in the

INF discussions. These forces were independent of NATO and

controlled by those two countries alone. The only missiles

that would count would be the Pershings and GLCMs. Once the
1980 U35 presidential elections were held, these talks broke

off (22:111).

The Zero Option.

As with past transitions in power, little progress was

made at the beginning of Ronald Reagan's presidency. The
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maln reason in thls case was sgquabbles within the Reag

ol

n
Administration. Some guestion wag railsed as to the value of

the "Euromissiles' Development and deployment was costing
billions of dollars; were they worth 1t? The missiles were
redundant; must oi ctheil” targets were currently covered by
US ICBMs or forward based bombers. Also, theilr
survivability was questioned. Howewver, the State Departmen-<
convinced the administration that 1L [or no othor tveason,
the US 1n 1979 made a commitment to NATO tao deploy these
missiles and they should be deplioyed (56:43-44).

Once the decision to deploy was made inside the

administration. arguments arcse as to now to negotiate.

47

Reagan was not anxious to negotiate; he did not trust th
Soviets and thought they were unreliable. However., he
received pressure from the NATO alilies. In order to ensure
deployment 1n all countries, negotiations would have to be
taken up in earnest (22:112, 30:237).

The US starting position was under much debate within
the Defense and State Departments. Some factions wanted to
start by allowing some 53-20s 1in exchange for some US INF
depioyment. The hawks in the administration saw this stance
as leading 1nevitably to the US trading away INF deployment.
Assisftant Secretary of 5State Richard Perle (one of the
nawks) was the champion of a proposal to become known as the
"Zero Option"”. Basically, 1t precluded U5 deployment c<f

Pershings and GLCMs 1in exchange for elimination of all
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nd 55-20s worldwide (97:113. This

[ol}

Scviet 33-4s5. 35-5s
strong opening stance would, he thought. give the US a
better chance of an equitable agreement. President Reagan
accepted 1t as his opening bid on the eve of opening rounds
of the INF negotiations in November 1981 (6:22-4).

Farly Negotiations.

At the talks the Soviets, predictably. did not like the
zero opticn. Aside from them losing all their INF
capability, the proposal did not cover submarine-—-lzunched
missiles. the U3S's forward based systems in Eurcpe or tne
British and French nuclear missiles. They called for a

moratorium on INF deployment and offered to make large curn

0]

1f there was no US INF deployment. They promised to remove
mauy S55—-20s while being allowed to redeploy them 1n the
East. The US said no to that on the grounds the Soviets
could easily relocate the missiles 1n the West 1f tensions
heated up (60:25, 22:113).

The Soviets then offered to destroy some 55-20s and all
280 55-4s and $5-5s. They would freeze the number of 35-20s
aimed at Asia. In all they would eliminate mcre than $S72
warheads, the number of US INF warheads to be deployed. All
told, they would bring the number of missiles down to the
same number Great Britain and France had. Again. the US
demurred. stating i1t would cut 1ts deployment 1in exchange
for Soviet 53-20 cuts, but it would not cancel deployment

(60:25-26) .
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The Joviefs, ever persistent to preclude U3 INF
deployment, proposed eilimination of all tactical and medium
range missiles 1n Europe. 1ncluding those of the UK and
France. The US rejected and actually wrote a draft treaty
along zero option lines. Of course the Soviets did neot ii1x=
1t and put forth another proposal not allowing the UK and
France to upgrade, not limiting As:ian deployment of

1

and net aliowing U

(i

n

e
rt
.

e

= PR W4 - o~

S INF deployment. As
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nded 1n March 1982, the Soviets anncuncsd a
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unilateral freeze of 35-20s. They also said they wcecuid

)

+
-

remcove some 1n 1982. However, they warned th.
INF deployment occurred they would retaliate (22:114-1135).
At this point 1t was clear that the two sides difler=sd
1n many key areas. The US wanted to eliminate ali INFs; the
Soviets wanted to keep some of theirs while blocking U3
deployment. The US wanted to count only US and Soviet
missiles; the Soviets wanted to include the UK and French
strategic missiles. The U3 pushed for gliobal limits: the
USSR only wanted to talk about missiles deployed in Europe.
The U3 only wanted to talk about missiles; the Scoviets
wanted to include nuclear capable aircraft (60:26). The U3
anted missiles destroyed; the 3Soviets warted the option of
Just withdrawing them. The US wanted the treaty to last
forever; the 3Soviets wanted a 1990 review and renewal cliause

included (22:114).




The "Walk 11 the Woods”

Talks resumed 1n May 1982, and as expected, little
progress was made. However, 1n July, the two sides stiuck
an agreement of sorts. In what has become known as the
"Walk 1n the Woods" agreement, the lead negotiators on both
s1des. Paul Nitze and Yulin Kvitsinsky. conducted secret
nedotiations and settled on some non-binding numbers. Zacn
side would be limited tu 222 medium range launchers and
alrcratt. COnly 79 could be mizsile launchers.  The U2 wouid

depioy GLCMs but no Pershings. Hence, the US would hawv.e 00

Ly
Ll

GLCMs (four per launcher) and the Soviets would have 223
20U warheads. The Joviets could keep 20 launchers east oo
the Urals. All Soviet launchers wouid be limited to 3 war
heads apiece. 5 GLCM launchers could have four missiles
each, with one warhead per missile. Excess misstiles would

‘s F-Ll11 and

€]

o

e destroyed. The alircraft covered we:e the Ul
FB-111, and the Soviets' Backtire, Badger and Blinder.
Short range INFs would be frozen (22:119-116, 60:2n 27;.
There 15 sti1ll disagreement as to how this deal was
actually reached. Nitze c<¢laims he and Kvitsinsky reached
the numbers together 1n an agreement that would only be
pinding 1t bath sides accepted. Kvitsinsky says 1t was a0l
Nitze's 1dea, and that while he said he would send 10 o
Moscow, he knew 1t would be rejected. Foth sides did reject

the agreement. The Soviets were sti1ll against any US INF
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deployment and the U3 did not want to

away with the Pershing

Negotiations,

limit Lombers or do

(22:117).

Deployments and Walkouts.

Negotiations broke until
interim the Soviets continued

deployment. In December 1382

January 1983, but 1in the
their drive to prevent US INF

the 5Soviets were still only

willing to remove some 55-203

Fershings and SLCMs This of CouUrse was Too one-s31d=d [
the US (30:20) Belfors Lalks resumed the IJ0vViets zgaln
offered to dismantle all 280 SS-4s and 55-5s5 and reducs %hz
number of 33-20s to 1o, the number of French and UK
missiles. For the first time, the Soviets hinted that they

might walk out of the negotiations 1f the US INF deployment

occurred. Again, this was unacceptable. The French and UK

missiles were not part of NATO and could not be counted on

to defend West Germany. Also, the missiles were inferior to

the 55-20 in terms of range and accuracy. Plus, the

European missiles had single warheads; the 55-20s had three

aplece. The 3Soviets also did not say whether they would

destroy the 55-20s (48:5

[e)]

).

While the INF sguabbles were going on. a new set of

talks began. In a follow-up to the SALT negotiations. the

1J5 and US5R began the 3Strategic Arms Reductions Taiks

(5TART) in the summer of 1932. These talks were to take a

different course than SALT I or SALT ITI. As the name

indicates, the negotiations would focus on actual reductions
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1n strategic nuclear arms and not on simply installing
cellings to which the countries could build (32:10). During
the next year and a half, the two countries had three
separate sets of negotiations ongoing: INF, S5TART and the
Mutual Balanced Force Reductions (MBFR) talks, focusing on -
the conventional postures of the two sides, which had been
in session since the mid-seventies without much concrete
progress.

As INF talks were set to resume. there were agaln
squabbles in the Reagan Administraticn. Many feit that
whil2 the zero option was a good starting polint, 1L was time
to begin bargaining. Nitze felt his hands were tied; how
could he negotiate if he had no bargaining latitude. There
was a move towards a warhead matching stance i1n the 3State
Department whereby the U5 would deploy enough missiles to
match the number of warheads the Soviet missiles were
carrying (67:16).

The Soviets were still on their "match Europe” drive,
and General Secretary Yuri Andropov offered to cut 55-20s
lower than 162 if France and the UK cut some of thelr
missiles (47:19). Back in the US furor arcse as Reagan
fired Eugene Rostow, head of USACDA, and hired Kenneth
Adelman. Apparently, Rostow wanted more flexibility 1in
negotiations than Reagan was ready to give. (Questions began

to rise as to whether Reagan wanted to negotiate a treaty or
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really Just wanted to deploy his missiles in Euroupe (57:18-
19).

Andropov then revealed a "plan" to reduce all European
INF. including French and UK strategic missiles. However,
his method of counting equated ancient Eurcpean weapons such

P

as the British Vulcan bomber and French 5-2 and S5-3 missiles

to the Soviet Backfire and 55-20. He alsc wanted West
German non-nuclear Fershing Is removed. Needless to say
the US rejected the pian, and the two sides stili d.d ot

see eye Lo eye as the talks resumed in Geneva (37:18-20,.
As the talks began, the U5 was convinced that r=saching
no agreement would be better than reaching a bad one.
However, Western Europe was moving towards the position that
any agreement would be good, especially 1f it limited 53-20
deployment (97:23). President Reagan was also leaning
towards a bit more flexibility in the talks. Nitze stated
that the U5 was no longer "locked in” to the zerc option,
although that was the best way to ensure peace (40:26).
Finally, in April, Reagan announced the U5 would
negotilate an interim solution on INF, although his ultimate
goal was still the zero option. If the Soviets were to
significantly reduce their S55-20s, the US would only deploy
enough missiles to match the 55-20s warhead for warhead.
Reagan also called for reductions 1n the Soviets' Asian 55—
20s. This decision was made 1n conjunction with the NATO

ailies, whn were pushing for just such flexibility. Vice

45




President Bush had visited Western Europe, and he found cut
that most countries were ready for compromise. The Soviets,
however, were not ready for a compromise which allowed U3
INF deployment, did not take aircraft into account and did
not count French and UK missiles. They offered no hope of
agreement (12:12-14).

In May, Andropov made a new concession. He agreed to
reduce the European 33-20s such that thelr warheads wou:d
equal those of France and Great Britain. He aisc annourncead
that .1f NATO deployed Pershings and GLCMs, the US3k wouid
deploy 5S-20s in East Germany. He also hinted at other
countermeasures he might have to take. The Soviets wers
pulling out all the stops to prevent the deployment (39:23-
29, 8:15).

In Auguét, West Germany brought up the "Walk 1in the
Woaods” compromise and stated that might be a good agreement
to settle on. However, neither the US or USSR wanted to
revisit that plan. After that rejection. the Germans did
not push tihe issue (46:28-29). Andropov then promised not
just to withdraw but to destroy enough missiles to even the
55-20 with the French and British. Of course. the price was
no deployment of Pershings and GLCMs. The proposal fell on
deaf ears (69:10).

Andropov delivered a not unexpected ultimatum 1n
November. The Soviets would definitely walk out of the INF

negotiations 1f deployment began. He also stated
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preparations had begun 1n East Germany and Czechoslovakia to
deploy new missiles. He aliso pledged to drop 53-20 levels
in Eurcope to 140 and freeze Asian deployment at 108.
Andropov had made his final play to try to scare Western
Europe into reneging on deployment. The West did not blink
and rejected the terms. NATO also announced that it would
retire an additional 1400 shorter range missiles over the
next five years (38:70-71;.

in mid-November, the first GLCMs arrived 1rn Sreat
Britain. Also, the US annocunced it would lower 1its
deployment 1f the Soviets weres serious about lowering S3-420s
to 140. However, instead of walking out of the talks., the
Soviets did a side step. They stated they would really waik
out when the first Pershing missiles were delivered to West
Germany (84:30-33).

The Soviets had put all the pressure on West Germany.
The future viability of the NATO alliance was on their back.
Before the Pershings would be deplocyed, the West German
Bundestag had to approve the action. When the vote came out
286 to 226 1n favor of depioyment. the US deployed the first
Pershings (86:12~-13).

The Soviets had backed themselves into a corner. There
was no way they could continue negotiation 1f the wanted no.
They did i1ndeed walk out of the negotiations. They also
announced an end to theilr unilateral moratorium on 33-20

deployments in Europe. They would begin 55-21. 55-22 and
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55-23 deployments in Czechoslovakia. Plus, they would
deploy submarines (carrying a new 1500 mile range SLCM) near
the US (86:12,16).

In addition to the INF walkout, they walked out of the
Strategic Arms Reduction Talks (3TART) and the Mutual and
Balanced Forces Reductions (MBFR) talks. At the end of
1983. the two countries had no arms control talks in
progress (85:36, 104:25).

The Year of No Talks.

Essentially, 1984 was a dead year on the subject of
arms controal. dJdne shimmer ©f hope occurred in March when
the Soviets announced they would allow some on-site
witnessing of their destruction of chemical weapons
(101:11). However. in June, they announced they would begin
to add more 55-20s 1in Europe, over the 243 they then had
stationed there. Additionally. they again hinted at
possible short range missile deployment in Czechoslovakia
and East Germany (45:395).

INF, START and SDI.

Suddenly. 1n December, the Soviets pulled another ahout
face. They announced that Foreign Minister Andrei Gromyko
would talk with US Secretary of State George Shulbtz to
arrange the start of new negotiations. They were willing to
talk about many weapons, strategic, intermedilate range, and
defensive, without the precondition that the US withdraw its

missiles. Why the turnaround? NATO's resolve 1in forging
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ahead with deployment had & great deal to do with 1t. The
USSR saw all targeted NATO countries accept their GLCMs, if
not without controversy, at least without wavering at their
moments of truth. Also., once the missiles were deployed,
much of whatever momentum the European peace movement had
Jdied. Additionally., the US had just given Reagan another
four years 1n office: 1f bargalining was going to ger done,
1t would have to be done with him. Finaily, their 1mazs hal
been tarnished by walking out of ail the talks a year
earlier. Theilr proposal for new talks would help saivags
theii position within Europe and 1in the worid (iL:10-17,
68:3).

The talks were to begin in March 1984. The US nhad se<n

some promise 1n the possibility of somehow merging the INF
talks with the START talks. Perhaps with more types of
weapons on the same table, bargaining would be easier.
The two sides decided to conduct three sets of negotiations,
but to conduct them with one group of people with three
subgrcups covering long range weapons, INF and defensive
weapons. Having all subgroups under one leader would was
seen as facilitating the bargaining process. One thing the
US had decided was that President Reagan's Strategic Defense
Initiative (5DI), or Star Wars, space based defense system,
was not to be used as a bargaining chip (13:19, 153:20,.

This program had been announced by Reagan in 1983. Its

purpose was to provide a space based system that would




protect the US from any massive nuclear strike from the
Soviet Union. While SDI was only concepts on the drawing
board and years away from even the most rudimentary testing,
Reagan did not want to make even the smallest concession
that would hinder 35DI progress.

Going in to the new Geneva talks., the US position on
INF was that 1t would accept equal ceilings from zero to S7Z
worldwide. While 1t prererred zero. 1t did not e2xpect the

80 missilies

1y

Soviets to agree ta 1t, as they already had
deployed (26:21).

Moscow's [1rst move showed something old and sometning
rnew. The old ploy dealt with INF. Gorbachev told the US he
would not deploy any more INFs until November if the US
would do the same. The new ploy dealt with 5DI. He
pr9posed the C freeze develooment of space defense
technology as long as talks were ongoing. The US rejected
both offers. ©Since the Soviets had over 400 INF warheads in
place and the US had Jjust over 100, they did not see the
moratorium as fair. Also, as noted earlier, no bargaining
would be done on SDI (95:12).

This SDI punch and counterpunch was the first of many
to be exchanged by the two sides. What actually was
beginning was a shift away from the 5Soviets' emphasis on the
US INF deployment and towards SDI as their main concern.
However, Moscow was still trying to push for zero US INF and

some USSR INF, so the first round of the new INF talks again
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went nowhere (27:18). Alsg», for the next two to three
vears, INF would be intermittently linked and unlinked to
START and SDI.

The Geneva Summit.

In July, the two sides arranged a summit between Reagan

and Gorbachev, in Geneva, 1in November 1985. No reatl

4]

agreements were expected to be reached. but the meeting wa
se2n as an opportunity for the leaders to get Lo Know onse

ancth

A

o

r and try to make some progress together (95:233).
Much happened between July and November. Gorbachev
anncunced in September that unless the U5 stopped work on
SDI, no agreement could possibly be reached »n coffensive
weapons (17:16). Reagan responded by stating again he would
not deal SDI for Soviet missile reductions at Geneva
(103:22) .

Next, the Soviets asked to conduct joint meetings of
the three subgroups. In a overt move to link the offensive
talks with the deirensive ones, they made a proposal. They
proposed large scale strategic missile reductions coupled
with a halt on SDI. but did not mention INF. While the
reductions were attractive to the U3, they rejected the
proposal because of the 5DI halt (2:13).

Then, they did link INF. They proposed that each side
cut by 50 per cent 1ts missiles capable of reaching each
other. For the US t .ese would include all 1ts strategic

missiles (ICBMs, SLBMs) and many ot 1ts shorter range
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missiles, i1including the INFs, SLCMs and ALCMs. The Soviets
primarily had just their large land ICBM and smalier S5SLBM
arsenals capable of reaching US soil. Soviet INFs would not
fall into this category. Additicnally, they called for a
ban on all long range cruise missiles and on development of

new ICBMs. Finally, they added that 5SDI would have to stop.

The Soviets agreed to talk separately with the UK and Francs
about short range INF missiles in Europe. The U3S cried

foul. First, this would cut the US INF force but not tiie
Soviet one. Second, SDI would be gone. Third, the Zovi=ts
would only deal away their INF for British and French
reductions (114:26,28-29).

Right before the summit, each side threw one more INF
prupusai untu tue table. The US proposed thet *he INF
celiling be set at 4530 warheads, not counting British and
French missiles. The 3Zoviets countered that the US deploy
120 GLCMs and no Pershing IIs and that they would decrease
35-20s to equal the then combined warheads of the U3. UK and
France. They would also freeze their Asian S5-20 force.
Plus, they delinked this proposal from SDI. Before the U3
could respond, the summit occurred (115:19-20).

At the summit, Reagan and Gorbachev pledged that botn
si1des would accelerate the arms control negotiations. They
agreed 1n principle to reduce arms by 50 per cent. Which

arms they did not specify. There was no agreement on SDI:
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howewver, they did agree to negotiate a separate INF
agreement not linked to 3SDI (68:8. lu2:23).

Post-Geneva Progress.

Mikhail Gorbachev began 1986 on a grand scale. In a
February speech to the 27th Communist Party Congress. he
outlined a three part plan to eliminate nuclear weapons Ly
the vear 2000. In part one. lasting five to =21ght years.
all U5 and Soviet INFs would be removed from Zurope.
strategic weapons wouid be reduced 30 per cent. Dotll Ssidesz
would renounce space weapons and & ban ¢n nuclear testing
wouid be agreed to. Part two would see the end <f racnica:
nuciear weapons and part three would eliminate the rezt.
For the first time, he also came out 1in support of on-site
verification of all this eliminaticen (10:18, 68:10).

The US. while lauding Gorbachev's lofty goals, saw a
few ambiguities in his speech. Would he remove his 3535-20s
from Europe and put them in Asia? Were the French and
British missiles to be counted? Would he object to current
plans to modernize the British and French forces? Finally.

was the INF removal linked 1in any way to Star Waers? No

answers were readily available from the Kremlin (10:19,.

Reagan countered with an offer to eliminate INF in threg an

a half years; 50 per cent in 1987 and the rest 1n 1393. No
Soviet reply was heard (63:531). The Soviets did, however,

say there were again no preconditions for an INF deal.
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Reagan was rfor that, as 1cong as demands for inclusion of
Frencn and British missiles were dropped (99:52).

Another Summit is Planned.

The process then seemed to move forward. In Apraii,
another summit was planned. This one wouid occur in

November 1986, and INF was to be the main topic. 3ome even

[

thougbt a treaty was pogsible (90:38). In July, the twx
countries exchanged scientiflc teams equippk=sd with s21z2mio
devices tor listening to each other's nuclear tests (15:1%..
Reagan sent a delegation to Moscow 1n August Lo Legin o
WwOrk Ltowards cue summit anda tiy Lo 1ron out INF probl=ms.
Not much progress was made, but the two sides agreed T mees:
again (61:22).

In September the 1dea of a summit was thrown into
complete doubt . The‘US arrested a Soviet United Nactions
employee. Gennadi Zakharov, tor spying. In response, the
Soviets detained US News and World Report reporter Nichaolas
Daniloff. While the US Congress and parts of the Cabinet
clamored for President Reagan to call off talks and plans
for the summit, Reagan thought otherwise. He wantsd a
summit and was willing to continue to negotiate with the
Soviets while trying to secure the ifreedom of [Danilcort
t12:26. In the end, Zakharov was expelled, and Danilorf
was freed by the Soviets. The summit was still alive.

Gorbachev again stated 1n October that an INF agreement

Couid woe reached without bringing SDI 1into the picture. He
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roposed a EBuropean ceiling orf 10U warlieads per side. The
US agreed but pushed for an Asian ce.ling of 130 as well.
The Soviets agreed to some limit but would not be tied down
Lo a figure. The Western Europeans were satisfied with a
ceiling of 100, as they did not really want to get rid of
all INFs. They had fought hard to get them on their own
y

301l and did not want to lose them now. The Scviets had

seemingly dropped demands for counting British and frenth

wn

missiles and even intimated they might not obje-t Lo 3rit.sn

and French modernization. On-si1te veriii

9

ativfr U'eJjuliramentsz

had not yet been agreed to, and some in the US thought that

U3 desires would be stringent enough to kill th= whol= INF
deal (21:19-20).

The Revkjavik Summit.

Az usual. Gorbachev had a rfew surprises ready . Riagan
had hoped for a full blown ceremonial summift. perhaps in
Washington. However, in October, Gorbachev proposed that
the two just conduct a "mini-summit'" in Reykjavik, Icelanad.
where tney could get personaily i1nvolved 1in the arms control
process. Gorbachev also hinted he might push rfor two
additional years compliance with the SALT II Treaty 1in
exchange for an INF deal (13:2¢). Reagan agreed to the
Reykjavik summit, and the two met for two days 1n Jctober,

Gorbachev's real surprise was yet to come. He offered
again to lower strategic arms by 50 per cent. He also

changed the INF deal: he proposed no INFs 1n Europe and a
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cel:iing of 100 1n Asia., with the U3 keeping 100
the US. Then came the stunner. The whole deal
the INF portion, was as linked to SDI. [he US

not to develop,

years.

not budge either.

test or deploy SDI capabilities

An Gorbachev was not budging on this.

de

He rlat out rejected this
ended zeemingly a disaster 41

Tensions.

held

wWas Lo

one margin.
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they felt the remova: orf all nuclear weapons from
Europe without conventicnal reductions would leave them open
to Warsaw Pact conventional aggression (89:61).

Next, the US cificially and overtly violated the terms
of the SALT II treaty. By deploying its 13lst B-52 equipped
witn ALCMs and not dismantling a Poseidon submarine, they
went over the limit on strategic launchers. In no time. the

Sovier Foreign Ministry announced 1t wouid heve to 3ncr= up

The Relationship Thaws.

SJust as US-5Soviet relations seemed headed for 1oin=zz

reminlscent of 1984, the thaw began again. In January L3z

there were hints that the Soviets wanted to negctiate again

and may be willing to compromise on 3SDI (14:17). Talks
resumed. Then 1in March, Gorbachev made an ofter. If the US
removed all 1ts INFs from Eurcope, the Soviets wouild, - -

No strings were attached. INF talks which were to go on

hiatus 1n March were continued, and Shultz went to Moscow oo

talk with Schevardnadze. The Soviet plan would take fi1ve

g

years to accomplish and would still allow for 100 missiles
1in Asia and 1490 1n the U3 (91:38).
Irn March, the U35 presented 1f3 verification proposal

for an INF ftreaty. It 1ncluded visits to sites tu witness

m:ssile destructicon, observance of missile dismantling. a

0}

permanent opservation post where the 100 missiles would be

kept., observers on the perimeter of production plants checks
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of shipments in and out and short notice inspections if
credibility problems arose (30:633, 56:14). It was not
known 1f the Soviets would accept this, although the US
negotiators saw little problem with American compliance to
1t. However., in a speech in April, Gorbachev said he

wouid demand verification and inspection “everywhere’

(18:21:.

Tns "double Zeros'

The next hindrance that arose was sSome Shortel range
missSiles, thos2 with ranges of 300 to o000 miles. Fiet]

criticism levied on the proposed treaty as 1t stood was ~he
when the long range INEFS (600-3400 miles range: were Jon=,
the Soviets would be ahead i1n Europe 1n short range INFs
(3RINF) by 3500 warheads to zero (91:39). Along with their
verification proposal, the US team began hinting they would
push for some linkage of these short range weapons (56:14;.
In fact, 1in April, they did link the two. Shuitz
proposed that the Soviets freeze their SRINFs and allow the
US to builld up to equal strength. Gorbachev quickly
responded that he would remove all his SRINFs within one

year orf US Senate ratification of a treaty 1r the U3 pledged
p J

ot to pulid any.  Shultz demurred until ftalking with the
President and the allies. Gorbachev even propoused a nucisat
free Europe, put Shultz rejected that (18:21-22) West
Germany was the key. It was the target of most of the

S0owviet SRINFs. When Chancellor Helmut Kohl backed




elimination of all longer range and shorter range INFs, the
US agreed in principle to this "Double Zero” propousal
(82:33).

Clearing the Final Hurdles.

There were still fears in the U5 that Gorbachev would
again link an INF agreement to SDI. His popularity was on
the 1increase: Reagan was having domestic ftroubles.
2specially regarding the Irvan-Contra aiffair. UOn th=
surface, Reagan needed a summit and agreement worse than 4i1d
sorbachiev (31:30). Would Gorbachev use this to his
advantage? In July, Moscow let 1t be known that they were
looking to tie "an INF deal to a framework agreement that
spells out key provisions on deep reductions of strategi-
arms and bans testing/deployment of SDI 1n space” (51:30).

Also, the US was still pushing for a globat remaoval of

INFs. The Soviets wanted to keep theilr 100 missiles 1n
Asia. In June, they also called for the U5 to remove 7
Pershing lA missiles from West Germany. Technically, the

missiles belonged to Germany, but the nuclear warheads
belonged to the 5. The Fershing lA range put 1t 1ntyg the
SRINF category. The US felt removal of these weapons would
strain 1ts relationship with West Germany. and the two
countries had plans to upgrade them to short range Pershing
II's so the U5 rejected this proposal. (111:18, 51:30;.

In August, Gorbachev linked the two 1ssues. He would

agree to a global zero 1f the U5 removed the 72 Pershing




1A s from Germany. He also said that just leaving the 1A's
in and not upgrading them was not ar acceptable option. He
also voiced dismay over an announced US plan to redeploy its
GLCMs to ships. The US backed off from this plan and agreed
to destroy all the GLCMs, but still insisted the Pershing
1A's were German and should not be counted (111:18, 58:14).
The Germans announced 1n September that they would retfire
all 72 Pershing lA's when the U5 and USSR fully compiled
with the terms of any INF agreement. This move satisfied
all parties. and the two si1ides were now very close t©o rina:
terms on the INF Treaty (35:12-13).

The few problems with the verification methods were
also closed up 1n September in a rather surprising way. The
US backed down ¢on the requirement for a short Z4-hour notice
inspections at missile sites and factories. The FBI. CIA

ts

1]

and some allies were very concerned of what the 3Sovi
might see that they should not 1f they took advantage of the
short notice inspections (36:13).

Treaty Signature.

In late September, Schevardnadze visited Washington to
hammer out the last few details. He and Shultz announced
the treaty would be ready to sign at a summit 1in tne U3 1n
by the end of autumn (1l6:14). In working <ut the kinks. the
Soviets wanted the Pershing lA's written 1nto the treaty,
but the US said that it was a unilateral act by Germany. not

to be covered 1n a US-USS5R treaty. When asked what the US
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would do with the warheads. Shultz said they would be taken
apart like the warheads in the treaty. This satisfied
Schevardnadze, and he dropped the request for Pershing 1A
inclusion (36:14-16). The hurdles were all cleared, or so
1t seemed.

Shultz visited Moscow one last time. to finalize summit
details in late October. and Gorbachev told him that the

i3

zgigning of the INF Treaty was not reason =nougn oo nol

>
summit. He wanted fto talk about 3Star Wars. When
Zchevarinzdze had last visited the U5, he had brougnt new
Soviet concessions on certain types of sSpace Lesting. and
sorbachev wanted to push for an SDI deal. He saw that
Congress was pushing for some SDI limitations, and he
believed Reagan was very anxious to have a summit. He even

offered to lower the land ICBM subceiling currently being
discussed in the START negotiations (49:56-357).

Gorbachev's gamble backfired. Reagan again stated he would
not link INF and SDI. Arocund the world the outcry against
Gorbachev's ploy was loud and clear. The following week.
Gorbachev proposed an early December summit in US to sign
the INF Treaty. Reagan accepted, and on 8 December, the two
men signed the INF Treaty (55:50-51, 87:17).

Treaty Contents.

The terms of the INF Treaty are very simple to
understand. All missiles with rarges of 621 to 3418 miles

would be destroyed in three years. All missiles with ranges
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of 311 to 621 miles would be destroyed 1in 18 months. The
treaty bans flight testing of any missiles within these
ranges. Neither country can produce stages or launchers for
these missiles (75:A4).
Each country must notify the other as toc when and where .
they will eliminate its missiles. Within 30 days of
ratificaticn, each side c¢ould 1inspect all missile lorationsz
and related 1nstailations to confirm all the missiie data
the twa si1des had already exchanged. Bach country <arn
witness missile destruction and inspect the siftes aftsrwari

7

:Ad) .

W

The treaty allows short notice inspections at various
agreed to locations for thirteen years. During the first
three years, 20 inspections per year are allowed. After
that the number drops to 15 per year for the next five y=<ars
and ten per vyear for the last five years of the verilficariaon
agreement. Neither side will interfere with the othier s
Naticnal Technical Means (75:A44).

Treaty Ratificaticn.

Now all that remained was for the US Senate to ratity
the treaty. Three separate Senate committees, Foreign
Relations, Armed Forces, and Intelligence., reviewed the
treaty before the full Senate had a chance to debate 1t
(54:31). Wnhile ratification was never much in doubt, there
was great fear that certain Senators might try and succeed

in attaching amendments to the treaty that would reqguire




renegotiation with the Soviets. ne Senator, Jesse Helmg or
North Carolina, was dead set against the treaty and would go
to great lengths to try to block ratification. He simply
did not trust the Soviets to honor the terms of the treaty.
First he argued that the warheads would not actually be
destroyed. He was rebuffed on the point that the US had

(BN

O
e
1

9]
T

actuaily 1nsisted on this condition Lo

3

Agal1nst

le shortages o0 nuciear materlal and Lo grevent Lhis

o

[
i_)k_'D-D 1

4

Soviets from having access to Us fechnology 1n this [i=id

(54:31).
He next had help from Senator Larry Pressler of Scunh
Dakota. He tried to float an amendment that would reguir-=

tn

the Soviets to reduce their conventional forces in Europe to

levels equal to US deployment before the 3Senate could ratify
the treaty. Admiral Crowe, Chairman of the JC3, argu=d

sutfilicilient, wverifial:

il

against this. saying the treaty was
and had no impact on NATO's furdamental strategy (54:1;.
In early April, the U3 and U35R set a date 1in late May

for keagan to visit the Soviet Union (20:18). Reagan

[

expressed hopes that he would have a ratified treaty t.
bring with him to Moscow (105:A15). However. there was 3
long road to travel befoure ratification would become a
reality.

While reviewing the treaty, the Armed Services
Committee became concerned that, while the 1t banned

ex13ting nuclear and non-nuclear missiles, nothing was said
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of bans on any type of rfuturistic missiles using lasers or
otner technoliogy. While Reagan contended they were
implicitly banned and Moscow agreed, Senator Sam Nunn of
Georgia, head of the Committee, stated an amendment to the
treaty might be required. Of course, Reagan did not agr=ee
(34:A6, 74:A10. 105:A13;.

Another battl

U]

began brewing with the i1ntroduction of
the Biden amendment . Named after Sernator Jo= BEirden orf

Maryland, this amendment deaif with 1nterpreca

(t
b
C

3
C
I
Y
b

treaty. Many Democratic Senators believed Presidisnt h2aJan
nad been Uusing a liberal interpretation o the (570 ASM

Treaty with the 3DI program. The Jenators did non want

Reagan or any other president reinterpreting the INF Treaty

without Senate consultation or approval (34:A0).
Verification problems also cropped up as racificatcion

neared. An argument arose over certain Soviet storag

1

containers. These containers, while not big enougnh tc store

a whole 55-20, could store certain stages of the missile.

)

The U5 argued the USSR gave 1t the right to lock in the:

0
M

containers back 1n December before signature. The Soviets
now disputed this point {33:Al). Also, conflict started
over which buildings the US could 1nspect. Each site was
put on maps, with boundary lines drawn. The U3 wanted to Le
able to i1nspect any building within the boundary lin=ss. Th=
Soviets wanted the US 1n only certain marked buildings.

There was also a dispute as to whether the U35 could use
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cameras within tb 2 poundaries ror veriiicatilon purposes
(35:A1:.

Meanwhile, all three committees did recommend full
Senate ratification, given the problems were resclved.
Jenator Majority Leader Robert Byrd announced full Senate

debate would begin on 9 May. and that President keagan

3]

trip to Mosoow was not to be thought of ag a deadline Jzr

ratification (=AY, A Sovieh lenter T washaington s
weekend before scheduled debarte was Lermed ambiguous arnd ot
enough to answer Senate concerns. Aaditionally., ithe l=ti=r

surprisingly called for the US to destroy 21 Farsning (A2
stored 1n the US belonging to Germany (35:A1).

When on 39 May these problems had not been resolved.
Byrd postponed the debate. In a move to show firm US
commitment to ensuring a fair agreement, the White House
agreed that 1t was important to clear up these praobiems.
Reagan sent Shultz to Geneva to speak with 3cheverdnadze and
try to reach agreement on the verification problems and the
new Pershing 1A 1issuess (35:Al1).

Within two days, the two had solved the problems. On
the futuristlc missiles concern, both sides again agreed
that the treaty banned any and all missiles with rang=s ot
300 to 3000 miles. on all the other points of Senate
contention, the Soviets relented. The US could look in the
smaller contalners, 1t could 1nspect ail buildings within

agreed to boundary lines and it could use cameras 1in

69




30 backed down on the Pershing

)
-

VRrirlcation., The ov1et

U]

a
1A when the US agreed to tell them how many were stored and
where they were located (35:A1,A8). National Security

Advisor Colin Powell and Shultz briefed Senate leaders, and
Byrd announced debate would begin on 16 May (80:Al, 73:A9).

Unice debate began. supporters orf the treaty had to rfend

off many amendments. They wvoted down a Helms amsndment
sLating Gorbacnev was ot The rightful signatliry o0 “he UZIA

uses d41d not hold the title of Fresidennt (7 Z:210% ..

T

1= -
o o

epublican Senator Steve Symms of Idaho wanted to delay

)

raciflcation untill Reagan could prove rthe S5oviets hnad
compiiled with the last five arms control agreements. Thtiis
amendment was voted down also (77:3). A provision to bhan

production of rocket stages compatible with Soviet INFs was

}.t 1 t'/.

I

rejected. A Helms amendment calling for Reagan to <

the actual number <f 55-2Z0s the Soviets claimed to have was

{

turned down (72:A1,A13).

Senate leadership was becoming exasperated.

Before tie

President could have a ratified treaty. the Senate had to

finish debate and amendments to the actual treaty. then

draft its resolution on the treaty. They had not gotten off
the actual treaty yet. By 24 May, Helms was the remaining
ninderer. In a move Lo stoup him, Senators Byrd and Doi=

fi1led a petition to 1nvoke cloture. This weould allow

amendments to be proposed until noon on 25 May.

for cloture, requiring 60 votes, would occur.

Then a vote

If the




sloture resolution passed, further debate on the tr
would last no more than 30 hours (76:A1.AL14, Hel

surrendered the next day, promilsing not to stand in

of ratification (72:Al).

The Senate did vote in favor of the interpretat
amendment, 72-27, although it would not regquire
renegotiation (31:A5). The president would have T
W1t and recelve Senate approval Ud relint=2tvpr=t ole
To appeaze Helms, another addition would reguive =t
president to consult with the 3Senabte and NATO bDefor
sther agreements were signed or before ne agreed wo
Soviet leader on a framework [or any future negcehia
(79:A1, 75:2A4).

On 27 May 1988. the U5 Senate ratified the INF
Ly a vote of 23 to 5. President Reagan had aiready
the Moscow summit, but White House Chief of Starff H

Baker was waiting 1n Washington to pick up the trea

he was

the Time RKeagan reached the Soviet Unian, ca
the first ratified arms control ftreaty petween the
JStates and the Soviet Unilon 1n sSixkteern years (75:A1
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INF and SALT: A Comparison

The Negotiation Process.

Any negotiation process, when examined, will reveal

many 1terations of proposals and counterproposals,
compromises and hard line stances These three sets of
Lalwns were o different Hoiwevar, the Ta2irz 10 nan-= 2 .ms
diffsrencas between Them that ar= Wortin InenTloilng

Whern the US began ZALT I talks 10 17953 15 Waz 1. .m.ird
JUST Lo 2NsSure pasic strat=gll parity I 1372, =n=s 0D
aZain wanted parity under SALT 11, DUT Was aiso Loorindg oo
cul back on each side' s launch vehicles By 1321, keonaild
Reagan wanted to deal for total eliminaticon of ong class o1
missile.

The verificat:ion scances of the Vo ais. chang=d thy owan
the years. While all the US could realistically push Loy in
roth 3ALT negotiations was NTM due to Jovier desi:zs. the

INF talks saw the first real push and realization oI on-site

verification.

The opening postures of the US were aiso gquite
difrerent In SALT, the U3 was starting wibhi. a velative
copddair ievel of strategio wWeapons as the Sovlels. A T
talks began, the 3Joviets had been deploying S3-2U= Loy Do
vears. put the U3 was stiil two ye=ars away from deploying
1ts first GLCM or Pershing 11! Yet tle US actually tiied Lo




dea: witn e mlssli
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5 they did not have, as 10 toey wars
bargainling chips to e played lar-2r.

Weapon systems or capabllities perceived as possibis
bargaining chips were present 1n aii the negotiations. In

3ALT I, the Soviets were beginning to develop a mobilis ICBM.

by
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MIRV capabiliity. During ZALT I[:@

the Joviefs had the heavy 35~-13. and tne 153 had the ALIM.

Thess lov2ilpenls Lol naps Shiced fnave - mroale Ul
oI35 1 ohis AN e=dill L LonE DY = _Th=r 21i= Tl Tl
Z1d2 willh The Capapiiioyv J1d noh want oo Jive LT UD Tzl
ari The 3:1d2e without 17 4ld not want ©o 30 2< — o @ =-If
tnat woulid locx 1t sut of developing T Sy3Teiln aln e lier
Hence, neither side wanted to deal, and the systems wer-
deferred to future negotiations. In the MIRY case he

contribution to the huge buiidup of warheads 1o the 703
The 3Soviets did develop the technology. and the US continn=d

v

el

place single warhead missiles witn MIRVed un=s.

Tl

During the INF negotiations. the US plaved both wavs
N1tT bargalning chilps. once the Jdeplouymennt began. ohe
Euromissilies became a bargaining chip that the U3 was
artuaily willing oo trade for Sowviet concessions.  Loweu=g
Aty peopis [ooked an 50D as da Dardgalnlreg Jivap. batowloen
Eeagan had niz prime chance o use 1t that way at Revi i e,

fe surprised many people by not canceding any ol s 30 A
WNars program to secure an INF deal. Shnoborth o cases, i L




the Fershings and GLCMs but not relen

Another difference that has been menticned was

invelvement of NALIQO 1n the INF talks.
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.
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CCLUNTries. in the long ruan, this act
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Between NATO's December 1579 dual track decision and
tne beginning of INF negotiations in November 1981, US INF

goals were evolved somewhat. With the dual track decision,

h
N

NATZ2 decid=ad t< depioy INF for Two reasons First, the
2istence of medium range missiles would preowvides ancrher
LIVe D LD oempioyiasnt o in LTS fisXilLle resDnonsSe 3904

wood inher=ntly <Commlt Lhie US Lo JeLliing invoived Zioad. oo

L‘

ne E‘-.‘«l’Dp‘:'f«iﬂS Were nore

European war breax out,
wWorrried that U5 Comupltm=nt might not be hignh in Thils o =uen

and the INF deployment dec:islion 1tgeif showed th-=m “hiz U2
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a necessary countermove to the Soviets depioyment ol Lhe

ol
U
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i~t
h

three warh=ad 23-20 medium range milssiie 1n

i
2

24
o]
T

regicns.  The 53-20 clearly put the medluu raunds invent il i- s

in an imbalance, giving the Soviets an overwhelming

advantage 1n terms of numbers and capabiiities (6:230.
At this polnt, the US's (and NATO s) goals ware o

i=ploy INF thioughout

2stern Eurcpe Dy 1933 arnd at thie zam

LLine megotlate wilth Lhie Sovigets for reductions in tihesir TS5 -

e deployinennz . AT was willineg to [orego Cdmp ==
el syl i o rrchiands Lor Thiese SS-00 Cuns O S
mentiorned adrang the December 1973 HATO ummilt abiowt -

poezsibllity of a Zero option.  NATDO would deploy missiies:

e namber ~ould be 5V uniess U3 negotlatlons Wit Lhie

-




Seviats vieidsd 3 non-zers number iess than rhat (360 37-30.

By the time negotiations began, -t was clear that the U3

and NATO believed that the second reason for deployment was

17
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the one they would exploit 1n negotiations. Th

existence of Reagan's zero option meant that the first

argument was untenable. If INF was truly needed to plug &
fris In NATY S European war I[1Jnting SpecsTivam, oW ool 4
meagan put Icoth and NATO hatll @ proposal U ot Jelly ann
INF If the Sovizts dismantis=d their 55-10s:

Ar2as besides warrighring capability had “heiy =Iif-on
i this decision.  Even though 1t never causel “he Toppling

nI a pro-U3 government 1in Europe, the "peacen:X’ attiouds T

(1)

many EBuropeans did have 1ts effect on government dscisions.
wne of the prime reasons for pursuing the negorniat (oo Liach
of the dual track decision was that the Eurcop=san i=aderszs did

not feel they could get approval for INF deployment 1in their

countries 1f they were not alse pursuing ways Lo limit the:

147
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very arms (30:237) .
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The upgrading of NATO s INF also broughrt home to th=
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EBurwupe the 1ncrecasz2d likelihosd and damages

133550 1at2d Wwith a Europesan war. HNow that both sides woiid
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frave N lear Weapons Withoranges
Seemed 2aZler Lo lmaglne a war in Luy ope
miss1:23 based on thelr soll would themselves bhecome priliue

I the Soviet missiles. DBetore, the only the Fiench

.




had land based long range missiles. Now, the Pershings and
GLCMs would be in five countries throughout Eurcpe. Any
proposal to eliminate them, especially :1f this elimination
meant they would never be deployed, locked like a good deal.
Hence the zerc option proposal was welcomed and hailed by
most Western observers (06:

Through the course of the negotlations, the goal or

Zerc INF worldwide 114 “hangs & Hit. For i = 1N L ede
the US statsd 1t owould accept non-IZero 11MinS L0 AR inner i
agresment on INF buft fthat Zero was still 1t ultimane Joa.

TS was Just really a move Lo get the then staltizd taln

(i

going (12:14).
Also, the U5's positicon on the Asian 55-Z0s moved 1n
and out of the zeroc option goal. Up until four months

wWas re

w)
u

befoure the treaty was signed, the Ul iGned Lo alTepT

100 535-20's 1n Asia, but they managed to convinces the
Soviets to dismantle those also (111:13).

rt,

Reagan stated his goal of a world wide elimination

INF :n 1981. Between then and treaty ratification. he was

forced to make soume concessions Lo that would have

e

compromiscd that goal. VU ‘er ., he never abandon=sd the

gmal, and as has been shown 1n chapter the bhe firmal INE

T
T
i 2l

agresment 11d indeed yield o total ban on intetmeilale aieds
nuclear missiles.
From the start of negotliations. the US advocated

advancements 1n verification techniques. Reagan and nis

~]
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aldes were proponents of on—-site 1nspectilon. It took the U3
negotliating team nearly five years. but 1in March 1336 1if
finally completed its draft proposal for treaty verification
and presented it to the Soviets (30:241). By then,
Gorbachev had already accepted in principle the 1dea
{(68:10). The US maintained this goal throughout the term of

negotiations and with Soviet concurrence was able to attain
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Di1d the U3 achieve all 1ts goals with the INF Trzaty:

Tnrough the treaty. the US prought about the elimination ok
all the 3Joviets' medium range mlissiles. This was a Soa:r 32t

in 1979 with the dual track decision and reitsrat—=d w~itn
Fresident Keagan's zero option. The zZero opticon was indeed
realized. The agreement contains by rfar the most
comprehensive varification guidelines ever 1lncorpurated it
a treaty between the superpowers. This too was something
the US wanted from the beginning of the negotiations.

One area seems to have been forgotten, however . When

Qi

the dual track decision was made. half the reason for it was
to bring to Europe a middle ground in NATO's wartfighting

5:125.

spectrum of weapons 1n suppoert otf flexible response
Now, the missiies will not be i1n Europe to provide this
plece of Lhe puzzie. In the absence of thesge weapons., whioh

could perhaps hold the Soviet conventional forces al bay Lot

fear of wusage, a land b_o_tle 1n Europe might be won by the
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51de with the moest force This 15 clearly the Soviet

U

Union.
The imbalance in conventional forces has existed for a

very long time, longer, 1in fact, than the $55-20s have been

around. However, 1t appears more lmportant today that the
US do something to achieve some sort of parity in forces
between NATO and the Warsaw Pact in Europe. The NATO
miiitary comnunity and the LoD wer= Doth in Lavipy 0 “ihe= 107

Treaty and insist that they <can snill perform thel: Lazic

mission in Europe, but they are very much 1n favor of

negotlations on canventlional forces that would resui. o
asymmetrical cuts resulining 1n this parity. Onily tims wWii.
teil whether an agreement of this type will be reached. Iu

the meantime. defense posturing will have to be done with a
large disadvantage 1n troops and no INF rto back them up
(113:716, 31:59).

Soviet Goals.

From the time of the dual track decision, 1
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Loo mysterious <aat the prime Zoviet goal was to

=limination of Us medium range missiles from EBEuropean -oll

while malntaining an INF force of their own. As NATO was

beginning to coalesce on dual track, the US3R began

alternately rattling sabers and making proposals. This

process would continue until INF deployment i1n late 19335,
For four years they made proposal alter proposal,

volunteering to cut back the numbery of 35-20s i1n their

~J
O




inventory 1 NATO would not deploy INF. They cbviously
falled 1n achilieving this geal. and for twe reasons. riist
they overestimated the anti—-nuclear sentiment in Western
Europe. They counted on mass protests, which occurred, and

N
;-

the toppling of pro-US governments, which did not (6:27-29
Second., and related to the first, they underestimared
the combined resolve of NATO to deploy. When 1in November
1383 they announced they wouid walk out of talks 171 the
deployment cocurred, 1t was thelr last chance at drivlng
apart the allies. If one country =aw the end oI tairs a3
roo defrimental, it might not accept the missii=s.  Oow=wver

NATO held fast and deployment began, the Soviens wa.ked out

of the talks, realizing they had failed in obtaining rtheit

]

primary goal (38:70, 63:3). For two more years the Soviet

40
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made proposals that would leave the US without INF and the
Soviets with INF., but once the NATO deployment began there
was never any thought that NATO would agree to a deal 1ike
that.

Accordingly, Soviet goals changed arter the walroutb.
The U5 had recently anncunced the beginning of the 5L1I

program, and the Soviets saw this as a system thet they did

0]

ot want Lo have to counter. The costs would be tremendous.
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he U5 coeold fi1eld even a partilal space shieid. combiined
with 1ts existing capabilities, the U3 would achieve vast
superiotity in warfighting capability. The Soviets see 3DI

as Just entirely too destabilizing (68:5-6, 94:15}).
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As a3 resuit of 3Joviet opinions about DI, they foand s
=W Joal: obraln 3DI coneessions rrom the US o exchange
for an INF deal. 3LCI was already causing major problems 1in
the 3TART talks. Here. too, the U35k was i1ooking for U3
limits on the program to secure a deal on long range
missiies. 39, they applied the same lugic to INF.  No
prugress was made ror 4 year on INF because of 3DI. At the
Jelena dwimnin in Novsmber L35, Foriaciimy aglowed e Chicroooae
anr THE dzal de—ivinked rrom 3DIL apparentiy o0 Dave Zons LRl
o Make progress oh v iJdo:ris. 2043

Howsver, Lthat was not the end to SLi-INF Linkage A
Revrjavik., Gorbachev trled adaln. When reagall woiid ot
pudge on 5DI, INF got nowhere [or S1x months unnil S0 Lachiss
gave up and agreed to an unlinked INF deal close to the Zero
optilon proposal.  The 3Soviets' wish for a NATO fre- of
Pershing [Is and GLCMs was tou strung to delay any Lor Uiz
(41:20, 91:383).

Wiy had the Soviets faitled to meet another one oi Lhieyt
goals 1n the INF negotiations? One reason was the
innransigence of Runald Reagan. AL Reyrkijavik Heagal Bad s
chance to secure a deal for no INF 11 Burope 1f he adreed
not to develop DI He did nct give 1n 122:28, 41:20) T
the last day of his prestidency e Lact, Reagan inade oo
concessions on 301

NHATO agailn played a part 1n stopping the Soviets [rom
getting 3DI concessions. More than one NATO leader backed

31
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Reagan on his 301 plan. and moest US allies approved of th

q

actions Reagan took at Reykjavik (11:25).

In the end., the Soviets did achieve part of their major
goal: the Pershing IIs and GLCMs will leave Eurwupe.
However, the cost was a lot more than they had hoped 1t
would 1n 1979. Instead of paring back deployment 1in EBuraope.,

they will lose 1732 missiles 1in Burope and Aslia.

wilith it. That strategy was the zerc option plan., as
propossd by Reagan on the eve of the first round of talkvs In
NOvember 1981. Given that the Soviets had been deployilng

[oniny

S53-2Z0s for almost four years and the US was st:ill at l=acst

u

two years away from 1ts first INF deployment, the propesal
seemed almost outrageous. The Soviets wanted to talk about
nuclear capable alrcraft 1n Burope and also about oritish

and French maclear weapons. Reagan was having nons ot that.

He wanted a stralight swap: UJs INF (or USER INF, no mue=. nw
less.  To thaink the Soviets would abandon deploy=d weapons

in exchange for weapons still being tested seemed nalve at
Lhe time (22:113-114, 60:25-26) .
Fezagan and the allies held strong on this point,

however and not surprisingly. talks went nowhere for quite
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scme time . The Zuviets simply were not willing to make nhls
trade and continued making proposals through 19835 which
allowed them some missiles and allowed the U3 none.

The guestion of negotiating aircraft was never really a
major peint. However, the French and UK missiles was a
stumbling block for a iong time. The Soviets believed thart

s1nce these missiies were stationed in Eurcepe and could

Ve 3ol Sevlet 3ol LUy ShielUld e DTS cided 10 2y A -~
many of their proposzals they would have re2duczd rii-i:

- = - R - - [ S el T - - N
zaChang2 [or non-—d=pioyment oL ALl Livr e wo =limpay
reldected every proposal oI Shils type 3302, 5@l .0 il

until Gorbachev started to link INF to 3DI did the Soviets
move away from French and British missile inclusioen. For
the JS. the strategy paid oftf; 1n the end, the British and

AT

French missilezs are not a part of the INF Ti

O

u

aty.
The US did compromise a little on the zero optiun pian.

Keagan realized aflt

1]

I' a few years of limited prugress how
tough 10 was to negotiate when his side of the table nhad no
coTiceas1lons Lo glve . When talke resumed & year arlter Loz
Soviet walkout, Reagan stated he would accept egual ceiilings
ot INF anywhere fromr zZero to 572 (the number of GLIMz and
Porztiing Ils to be deployed), altlooghn e proforr=J4 ot o

t265:21) . Ewventualily, as chapter three showed, zZeto was the




Also, the US was willing to compromlse [or a while on
the Azi1an 55-20s. Europe was bthe prilmary ar<a ol Cconcern,
and the US was willing to allow 100 missiles 1in Asila. In
fact, this condition was 1in drafts of the treaty up until

la

o0
[

the very end (21:19, 91:38;. The US made t attempt at
J=ztting the Asian missiles dismantled and Gorkachev agr=ed.

corbachev tied the Aslan zern LO sSome aging Fe:shiing LA =2 in

vermany . and Thie US sl the Trade Wasd wWor Lo 1T T Matem o e
dedy alid 2nsdire & gL oaal Zerad RRERCTS il iz

1o terms Oof werifloatlon, The U2 alzgo Toor o1 L=l Y
prmeoand malnfaliisd 1TLOr cUgliedt LRed Ge o lAatiosis . A
mentloned, Dy The Lime the U3 yre-sented 105 vecilloat ol

propcesal i1n 1986, Gorbachev had already agr==2d -0 nhe
concept of on—-site verification. At that time. he had norn
committed to any particulars. The US was presging 1o
Wwiltnessing ol misslle destruction and Lol oow—oh babd o

1tes previously used I[or producticl, £7.ray

[9)]

il

1nspections at

and deployment of the missiles In question (30:24li.  For

a

the next year, the Soviebs were rather noncomm:ttal on Lh
ser1lflcation issue. sti1ll agreelng only Lo the concspt oal

not the details. The U5 did not waver any 1in 1ts

Terninatlion to achieve rigid guidelines.  In Apr il 12s7
5wt bachev announced he would 1nsi1st on veritfication and
inspectilons at least as rigld as the US proposal, as 10 he
had thought up the 1dea (18:21). The US actually

successtully backed down on the number of locations to Le




ncliudsd 1n the short notloe inspections agreement. S0 48 Lo
preotect some S17T235 [Pam Sovist scrutiny (36:13)
When verification problems arose during the Senate s

ratification process, the J5 again took & hard line and

stayed with 1t. Through this tactic they obtainsd 3Scovi

—
3¢
r’

concssgions dealing witn wWhicth misslie stage containers
could be s2arched. which bulidings courd be 1nspsoted and
Pre ouSe IDolams:as Don U iI0ooa il gl peews ST 0AE

ALl tnrough thie negetlations, wWheller o HATD WD
deployment, 301 or veriilcatlon issuss, whe U35 Lasicall,

STUCK With 1ts origlinal proposal oand waited Doy e Do lana

Coocome around to that pasitlon.  Minpnor congsssi e wero

made to ease along the negotiation process, but in tihe —nd,
these concessions were usually given back by the Soviets.
in the case of the INF negotlatlons and treaty, STonasd

Neagan = commltment Lo obtalning tirues and verifiable

reductiors in nuolear arms Without Jiving away Loo nuocit paid

—t

AL
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Souviet Strategies.

As HATO was reaching lis dual track Jdeclision. e

Juvlerns were beginning to torm the hard line stance they
felr necessary to attain thelr Joal of preventing WATO INT

whii=z maintaining an INF toventory of ther o cwn, The ot
posturing touok alternate courses of announcing no tailks

zould be possible 1f NATO pursued dual treck or stating they

N

would be willing fto give up some of rheir S5-20s in exchange

x




tor no NATO deployment.  They did not allow the possibiiity
o0 NATO missli=s make any pt oyl Ss5s5 ot the table. Thiz
stance <of course led to little progress 1in the first rounds

of talk
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As the time drew nea:s for NATOD to begin

the Soviets used a threatened walkout as a stra voLd

t

3o

W

elt that they could porteay

n

sbtaln U5 concessions. They

Al 12al TS50 /7 A8 JUre STULDDIINhizes el Lhat Lo oLzl
,,,,, 3 - S A S + - = 11 - . - -

NOULLD De o ZEsll oas wanting Do T3l DUt De i Und.o. s lus B

D FULL I readtlon Lo oA posSsSliss Wailkldn o mignn oo Tl

g . - N .. . -

o Lo mMarKs Thz Jolhiesolohis DieUooZ2dal /o oo meell Lot Dot

. L P S, R N -t R Soa T

.12 Those conc=saslons maiJht havs 1nciuwi=sd a 220, 1. 0

deployment., which 15 really what the Soviets hoved o
accomplish by the waikout threat (38:73, 48:56)

wWhen the PFPershings arvised 1o Decsmber L1923, 1h

q

Touviets had littile choice. They could not stand

i
iy
1

face Dy remalning at the talks, so they Jdid n Ladt ~alk

out . However . the publilc clamor cover thelr actbion Si2 1007

occur . While NATO wanted to conoilnus Talks, 1L was i
e strong=r posSition o walt out the Zoviets OATL

Just pazsed a major test of soludarity
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the deployment and
Cleger Logetiier . The WS owalt el Whiltle 10 oont irede DN
deployme=nt all Chrough 1384 (30:0100) .

The Soviet gamble had backfired., and the onuz was

clearly on them to gel bne process started agaln Ey *the=

Y
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HATD was prasenting a
undlied front. any peace novemell 1t curope that might havs
helped their cause was gone, and Ronald Reagan would be
Fresident for [our more years. They announced in December

the INF n

49
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that they were willling to resum gotiatie
wall as the START and MBFRK talks, whicn they had aiso walk=i

O Y

U
i

ol @ year earlier. The walkout strategy wa

SIaN
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T - e 1o 1 [ E - - P . - - . -
Prom 2% 0 thirlugin Soe 20nd oo neJdoiiatlony Sr L.
- .y - - ey - — - = TN - -
oW DO T TDY LD ArIve Dhiee Lo and Al alart o oon
sTrengtnened The Al iiands s resolye Lo otLoe TlgwTintr sl
proceed az prannsd. When Breciinsy Degan ohie 1nitinl
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warnings that he would "take necessary =xtra

shouid NATO approve I deplayment., tLhils move Just halde ths

a

Sl oLyment e ,

Jo1ng easler [or BEurops Lo approve a

T

thie Soviet thireat (10037, oliou:
One ploy they consistently used to bDring about o spois
was Lo try te bring the British and French missiles 10n. i

I

negotiations. A few of theilr ofifers in 1923 would have ial

L

Lisi powWier g Tnelr mlsslie Lotal Lo De abeout o <gual fo s
number of missiies the French and Sritish had depioyed. o
d1d nol matter to them that these mizsiles were not MIRV=
20 ower e muen coder aned Loss capoeinle Thian thee S50+

If the Jowviets could make thiis proposal se=en oas o0 Lo

si1des would have equal capabilitiez 1n Europe. tiee Eoropeoans

mighit pressure the U3 to make a deal of this type.
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OLherwlse, Negoliiatlons mlght hever acoompllzh anythiing. The
Soviets would continue So-oCU0 deplovment, thie U0 woull Degun
INF deployment and NATO would e lileralily covered with
missiles. However, Europe, and especilally Britain and

France, were not tfouoled. There reaily never was any Thaile

oI elther country or the

. A Y e . [ . B B S N N B
missiias 1nte The tailks. Finacyy,. 10 2avily L2oo, lrsaliesy
Shatzd tThat The Jovlsis ooali Llvs Wil Tlhorz= Llos oo

- i TUE O S - -
L iy LigetTlalie undel UThie LoD Lulle |z L L e

oy
¢
=t
193
o
C
[
—
o
"
(.
oy
v
0.
U,
—
i
{
2
b
l

o

¢
v
1
{

thie Joviets nried To drive 2 welJgs L
J. When ey Lhreatensd fhielr waisooal 10 DX oL Aol o
also announced that they would cancel thelr self-impozel

moratorium on 55-20 deployment 1n Europe. Addicionail.:

W

they would begin depioying different Ty

¢t

Eazt Germany and Czechoslovakia capable 20 hitoirng teost
Eurcpean targets. Again, they were trying to Soars Ths
people of EBurope 1nto forcing thelr governments Lo push LoY

-
(.

1

a3 delay 1n the INF deployment. This cactic fallod too.

O

cuiropean Jgovernments did not budge and deployment Degai

(38:70, B6:106) .

While the reiarn of Curbachev goventually brought n-w

e

-

i1fe Lo the Soviets' negotlaling posture, e was fof 10
Lo using some shady tactics.  The prime example 13 the
Reykjavik summit. He KkKnew Reagan was anxious to complete

basic terms for an INF agreement unlinked to any other




end of 1354, thiey rtealized rthat HATO was presentind a
unilizd Drooit . any peace movelelit 1it Cubrope fthan mighn la =
helped thelr cause was gone, and Ronald Reagan would be
Fresident for four more years. They announced 1n December
that they were williing to resume the INF nregotiations, az

well as the START and MBFR talks. which they had ais:s walw=d

oun of a yeadr earller. The walkout stra

TaLllure Lo li-17

From 1975 throwg tine 2nd o DeduliaTlliofes, 2oy g
Mosvow ROl Lo Ty ne drive ohe U5 and NATD agarc oo,
zTyengthened The acviands 'S resolve D SUL oI Togsniioroalll
proceed @z pranned. When Brechinsy Degan fihe lnitlal

warnings that he would "take necessary =xtra steps 1250:27

should NATO approve INF deployment, this move Just made rhie

rr

Jolng easler [or BUrope U approve a Jdeployment soants
the Soviet threat (100:37, ©Z:600) .

One ploy they consistently used to bring about 1 sSpiil

i d
1

was Lo try to bring the British and French missiles 1nto
neJgotiations. A few of thelr offers 1n 1983 would have had

L 1owWer 1ng thelr missiie total Lo be about egual oo thes

bt

number of missiles the French and British had deployed.

d1d not matter to them that these missiles were not MIRVed

and were much older and lezs capable rhan the 5520 47T

oviets could makes this proposal seem as 1 f both

)

If the
s1des would have equal capabilities 1n EBEurope, the Eurapeans

might pressure the U5 to make a deal of this type.
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looues. Ir o Tact ., SorLachey nad Sald o a Lwo Wesrs o earlied
that thls was pozsibie Tlen oat Revi_aslk he =10 L=l INT
to concessions on S0I or there would be o deal. He =it he

R would
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get 1ts S5TI concessions I1f keagan did net, he  weuld e
seen as the bad Juy 3or bachey would appear as the [lewibis
N=Jotliator wifering a wonderfiul dezal Wren Deagaen i1d nov
TS0 The ol and L peeZTomahliidi: b R N TT .
TZALNE L TS SoUiTnE, rorlalint s owal Ior w7 GhatoA LT
Sl AirdoGaer ALl S .i. o war oy LoIo

The Zowvi=snE DaSIO STYanegy Tolwar i sen IIlo0an N
LaS1Tally nonsiishent untilo o SorDachesy Toor Dlowet BEIREEES)
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szhnev, Andropoy and o
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ciouse enough tao an agreement on the arms t

ceally talk abour verifloation of thart Aagry=ement Joriar i
first announced wiliingness higvs 3ome verlil atih 10 eal o

1380, and from then on the Souviebts gradually moved ©owzids
the US position on the subject.  When pirobleins atoss o0=i

verification in the US during the ratificatiin Lalko.
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Sot bachev appal =utly did nol see ths

i

show stoppers and hie guickiy compiled with US wiznes o0 the

few Loplics 1n guestion (35:A5) . Until =arly 1737 whsn

Iorbachew adreed to the vigorons ver LIl il ool oooang ol
the US, fthere was o2t congccrn in the Wssobt thar

verification. Given the negative reactions ol tho Soviets to

past attempts (SALT I,II) to broaden the scope of

9




veriricatilon, on-3i1te 1nspection was thought of as possibly
1 treaty kiiler (Z1:20). However, times have chang=sd, and
30 has the leadership of the Soviet Union.

Uther Factors

Scoviet Leadership.

The period over which the INF negoriations occurred wa
= 1 whiZh The Sovi2at Unidn und2rwesnd 3 Jreat oatmluant Ll
Thiange While Chertietike wWas oL I Slwer o Lol =i gi oo
idve a major arf=on on the proc=3dings. Srezhnss Ansirooo
and Sorbachev each teft thelr own marx on Che e lobf 1 e
Prezhnsv and Andropov both were hardliners. beli-ving o
West had no right o deploy any missiles.

Brezhnev was fresh off a period that saw a y=markabi=
Sewviet buildup of nuclear arms. achieving at .east parity
with the U3. He was in a very strong position.,  he ¢oLid
aftord to be Lhis brash. He, and Andropov alt=i him.
readi1ly made proposals that wouid favcr the Joviets and
leave the West with nothing. Andropov was not afraid to
attle sabers, as he did by thy . =ning the walkouf and

promising further deployments o

o

co-n0s and other

Micsile:

should NATO deploy. He was alzo not afraia to achually wailr
ot of all talks when his bluff was cali=d. Andropoy was
the last of the Cold Warriors to have a major etffect on ths
Lr =t




Wihen Mikhiairi Gorbactey LuokK power in 1789, rthere wepe
SOl LNIL1al Lensions Detwes=io i oand the 2. Tz Cioon
round of talks under Gorbachev went nownere. However,

Sorbachev was beglnning to be seen as & moedern man., a

pragmatist, & man that migit deal faurly. During the e

3et i INF talks the first Rewgan-Surbachev swuunli was
scheduled The beglinning oI SGorbacney 3 r2ign alsl gave T
wel b TwWer usSELAan W As weslel T Lol LIosarea
CUESTIACLUL LnD s Atd Jlagnust wupenness

With perestroina. Soroaches was Dryiivg Lr g e g
IDUNLYY O ESOnonyy Moy 1ng agalin Havvestzs wire Lot : 2
Lines were lonyg., machiinery Al et Work: asioaoi/, e
system was not worring. Glasnost would actually emphasize

—

telling the truth, owning up tu failures and granting

fresdoms unheard <f 21nce Lenin brought soclairsm . nhe

W
.
—
k_.
.
G
W,
i

Soslet Union.  The Jury 1s. ol cuurse, st

whether Gorbacheyv can achieve hils many goa:

(W)
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Z

policies did, however, have a seemingly important ={fect on
the INF negotilations.

Sor bachev, belng the pragmatist Loat hie 12, Sdaw “hoas

devoting ever 1ncreasing sume of money to derfense woulld be
mozt detrvimental ta his economle reforms.  The wmerey was
Niz2d=d elsewWhaerys Sbitll det=rise had to Le maintalni—d.
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better relations with his potential enemies, the US and




NATO.  Arms contirol was a Ji=an way oo do Just nnat 5. Lo

415

The case of verification seems to be directly r:lansd
Lo the new 3Soviet openness. For decades there was libtl=,
10 any. intrusion by forelgners on swviet _oil. By 1257

Gorpachev was 1nsi1sting that on—si1be verifilosation Le

inciuded 1n the INF treaty.  I5 12 nardly lirkeiy mran oo
ZlTm SEYLILIAT L0 Wl nianr LR a0 C0=piel Liola noT oLl
A0y Leader Rrioor T Zorlacihisy

The p2rsendal U2Ii@L1onSnly Lotwe=l 301 Dadliie 200 Sosoag
UL A LOS1nive allzot Sn o Thiee INT HiulEss i S BTSN
Lhe two met fivs tlmes. 21 since World War 11 held U2 and
Soviet leaders besn together that freguenciy. - Srantzd.
though not all the meetings were fermed sSucoegses b Lhe
Time, thls Lype of contact Detween leadsrs can onily h=zio b

provide a swli1d base on which the two s1dss can wol bk
togetner to bulid future cooperation.

The NATO Alliance.

There 13 little doubt that the US would noot have been
as successful 1 negotlations had 1T ot besn Do thes

strengtih of NATO. Every time the alllance was tegsted on INHT

between 1979 and 1988, 1t passed When the dual tirack
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continent would. No one els
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on the continent was r=2ady to
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Step Up oand toin the Germans.  Jiomy Carter delayed this
bomb s producrion 1ndefinitely . Anorther [a1ldre lig=> that
could have seriously hurt the alliance's chances of
presenting a strong stand on INF.

Fortunately. the countries were able to worx togsther
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The NATO countries were willing to compromlise with =ach
other too. When talks were not going well 1n late (982,

thier= Wwas some rhought as to whether thie "Walk 1o tine Woods

[}
Nl
ol

shiould have been taken. Some viewed the UZ as being
too stubborn. A trip by Vice President Bush resulted 1in the

UZ agreeing to accept an interim agreement on INF totals
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V. Corciusions and Recommendations

Conclusions

Reaching arms control agreements 1is a complicated
process which takzs a lot of talent, a lot of hard work and
sometimes, a little luck. The INF Treaty negotiation
process was no excertion. The two sides worked (together
and against each other) for over seven years to reach a

formally ratified agreement. The negotiations Loow piad

T

under one US President and four 5S5oviet General Secretaries

¥
s

L

It was only under the last one., Mikhail Gorbachsv, th Ay
real progress towards the final treaty was allowed to occur.
For this, Ronald Reagan was lucky. Had another cold warrior
succeeded Chernenko, there still might not be an INF Treaty.
The United States achieved many goals through the
treaty, though not all of them were 1ntentional. The U5 and
NATO succeeded in removing the Soviet S5-20 threat from
Europe, a problem they wanted solved since 1977 when 35-_1
deployment began. They also deployed their own missiles in
Eurcpe 1n 1983 when negotiations were 1n a stranglehold:
this was a goal set 1n 1979 with the dual track decision.
The U5 also reached an agreement that has the most
comprehensive verification plan ever i1mplemented i1n nucliear

arms control treaty. After the many criticisms of

verification by NTM alone under the 35ALT treaties, this
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treaty allows for little complaint about the verification
scheme .

Along the way, the US found a new meaning for the term
"negotiating from strength”. When Ronald Reagan took
office, he promised to build the defense arsenal so that 1in

future negotiations with the Soviets, ne would have tne

fin
ot
s
i¢

strength <f that arsenal to fall back on. Indeed. onc

q

Tershings and GLCMs began arriving 1n Eurape, i3 promise

was made Jood on negotiating from strength on INHT. SOVl

0}
o
.
1
(€]
1)
et

f=ars of the Fershing. which could reach target
in minutes, did have an affect on them.
However ., strength does not always mean nudnbers of
weapons 1n one' s arsenal. In the case of the INF
negotiations, strength could be equally detined as the
number of nations on one's side. Time and again, from 1=77%
unt1l ratification in 1938, the strength of the NATO
alliance allowed NATO to make and carry through on major
decisions. From the dual track decision to support of Zers
option; from acceptance of Pershings and GLCMs to accepting
the double zero option; NATO and tne US were scolidly 1n line
each time. Erery time a major mllestone would approach.
doomsayers would predict trouble. The Soviets did ail they
could to dissuade the Eurocopeans from supporting the dual
track and from accepting the missiles. The Soviets wers

relatively confident they could drive a major wedge between

Q7




Europe and the U3. In a surprise to them and many others,
NATO won every fime.

The Soviets also achieved some major goals, although
they paid a high price for them. They did mauuge to get the
Pershing Ils and GLCMs off European soil. This was a weli-
known goal, set 1n 1979 when NATO was reaching the dual

tracxk decision. However, 1t 13 ob%vious that in 1379, =h

D

./,

q

did not envision having to destroy all thelr med:am range
mi3siles to reach this goal. Due to the stublbornness of
Reagai, and the unity of NATC, the 3aoviets had no other
options 1I they wished to be out from under NATV = INF.

Two other goals the Soviets did not achieve. Their
repeated moves to split the U5 from NATO failed miserabiy.
They underestimated the strength of the leaders and
overestimated the fears of the European citizens. Whenever
bully tact-cs were employed, they backfired, giving the
western leaders more power to lmplemcnt decisions.

The Soviets also did not recelve any concessilons on
3DI. Not even the offer Gorbachev made at Reykjavik could
ccoax Reagan from his hard line stance. This 1ssue 1s not
tinished, however. Between the S5START talks and the U3
Congress, 3DI has no easy road in front of 1t.

The INF Treaty was not a total victory for the U5,
however. As leaders change, so do prioricies. and Mikhail
Gorbachev apparently has different priorities than his

predecessors. He realizes that 1f he 1s to last as leader,
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his primary successes must occur 1nside the Leviel Union.
Regardless of his foreign pulicy moves, the 1internal
structure of the US5R 1s 1n need of fixing. To accomplish
this. he must ensure his relations with the West are good,

thereby lessening the need for piles and piles of weapons.

-
.

he can divert funds trom defense to perestroika, 1t will
help him remain at the helm of the Soviet Union.

st1ll does face a severe 1noa,ain-

(6]

Addirionaliy, the U
in conventional forces 1n Europe, something INF deployment
was undertaken to counter. While ftalks are underway to
address this 1mbalance, tnere 1s no guarantee that they wiil

result 1o an agreement that aids the US in overcoming the

problem.

Recommendations for Future Study

Arms control 1s alive and well under President Bush.
wialle his administration took a full three months to conduct
a comprehensive review of the current status of U3 foreign
policy, negotiations have resumed, and progress should be
tracked and reported. Talks of all types are currently
underway between the US, the 5Soviet Union and other nations.
Each of these areas of arms control should be worthy ot
future study. Of course. 1t 1s easy to analyze negotiat:ions
rhat have concluded, due to the lack of speculation required

as to what strategles are yet to be used or what the terms

99




oI any agreements might be. With that 1n mind, though, the
following negotiations are ongoing.

START.

The START negotiations have been 1n session off and on
since 1984. The overall goal of these talks 1s to reach an
agreement that will make considerable cuts in the US and
USSR strategic arsenals. The first session under Bush

recently concluded., with no major breakthroughs. Th

M

(o
dQ

current cei1lings being dlscuSSed are 9000 warheads per 31
with no mocre than 1600 launchers (93:32-33). [here are
currently four major polnts of contention.

As with the INF talks, the US 5SDI program 1s a hurdle.
The Soviets want the US an extension to the ABM Treaty -
which would disallow 5DI testing in space - before a START
agreement 1is reached. The Soviets seecm a little less
concerned about 5DI recently., however; they believe that
time and the US Congress may make this problem go away
(107:40-41, 93:33).

There 1s also disagreement on mobile missiles. The
Soviets currently have 35-24s, with ten warheads. and 33-
25s, with one, deployed. The U5 has no mobile missiles
deployed. The US would like tc see mobille missiles banned
for two i1easons. First, this would save the US a lot of
money and force the Soviets to waste a lot. Also,

veri1fication of any set number of mobile ICBMs would be
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nearly impossible. However, the Soviets are nct reedy to
glve up their mobile missiles (106:39).

~ne system the US does not want infringements on 1s the
cruise missile. The US has the edge in technology and
numbers, and does not want to give up the edge.
Additionally, the US feels that cruise missiles are too hard
to count, since they are easily hidden. Plus, not all
Crulse milssilles are nuclear and there 1s no €asy way to Leil
the difference (92:16, 93:35).

Finally, verification 1s again a problem, but not quite
the same problem. This time, the Soviets are 1nsisting on
more verlfication than the U3. The Soviets want to 1nspect
far more types of sites, such as manufacturing plants.
Additionally, they would want to inspect submarines armed
with cruise missiles. The US 1s dead set against this: they
would want any submarine totals taken on faith. The Soviets

are not that trusting (106:38,93:35).

Short Range Nuclear Forces (SNF).

After the missiles under the INF Treaty are gone, there
will still be many shorter range nuciear weapons in Eurcpe
In the INF negotiations, when Gorbachev proposed the double
zero, he tried to press the U3 into accepting a third zero,
which would have eliminated all nuclear weapons in Europe
The U5 and NATO did not favor a nuclear-free Europe as long
as the Warsaw Pact holds a large advantage 1in conventional

forces (18:21).
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However, 1n early 1989, West Germany was urging
President Bush to negotiate on SNF. Chancellor Kohl was
receiving much pressure from his country, based mainly on
the perception that the USSR is not really a threat any
more, SO0 nuclear weapons 1n Germany are not necessary. The

US and Britain actually wanted to upgrade this capability,

especially the aging Lance missile., which has a range of 75

miles. The U3 refused tu open 5SNF discussions, and feais ol

P

(v

a major rift in NATO again began Lo rise (063:23, 9

The NATO leaders held a summit 1n May 1989 to discuss
the problem of SNF and the conventicnal balance. They
agreed that any upgrades would be deferred. During the
deferral period., the US would continue to negotiate with the
USSR on conventional forces. If a suitable agreement was
reached. then the U5 would open discussions on possible SNE
reductions (108:27).

Conventional Forces.

Discussions are in fact onguing on conventional farces.
In December 1988, Gorbachev anncunced he would unilaterally
cut the Soviet armed forces by ten per cent, or about
500,000 troops. Of that number, 50,000 are stationed 1n
Europe. He would also remove 5000 tanks from Europe 1n
conjunction with the troop reductions. While western
leaders welcomed the move, they still kelieve further
disproportionate cuts are necessary to achieve a "balanced”

Europe (109:17,19).
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President Bush received praise at the May 1090 summit
for his first proposal on ~aonventional forces. He has
proposed that both sides reduce troop strength in Europe to
325,000 a piece. This would represent a US cut of 50,000
troops and a Soviet cut of 325,000. While no definitaive
agreement has been reached., the 1nitial Soviet was positive
(108:26). This offer 15 still on the table, and this set of
talks could be the most interesting to watch over the et
year, as Europeans are interested 1n lowering the amount of

troops on theilr soil.

ul

All of these areas are subject to change, of course,
and should be watched closely. The climate between the
superpowers has definitely warmed up, in part because of the
way 1n which they were able to negotiate and agree on the

treaty to eliminate medium range missiles from the world. A

May 1989 New York Times/CBS poll found that only 26 per cent

of those polled felt that the Soviets posed an immediate
military threat to the U3 (83:16). 1In a recent speech.
President Bush said he would '"seek the integration of the
Soviet Union into the community of nations™ (83:17). In
these days of ever closer relations between the United
States and the Soviet Union, 1t seems that anything 1s

possible. The Cold War, for the time being. is over.
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